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Division 7:  Treasury and Finance, $3 088 166 000 - 
Mrs D.J. Guise, Chairman. 

Mr E.S. Ripper, Treasurer.  

Mr T.M. Marney, Under Treasurer. 

Mr R. Richardson, Acting Commissioner of State Revenue.  

Mr P. Rechichi, Director, Finance. 

Mr M.A. Barnes, Executive Director, Finance. 

Mr A.M. Kannis, Executive Director, Agency Resources. 

Mr D.R.M. Smith, Executive Director, Economic.  

Mr J. Tondut, Acting Executive Director, Government Procurement. 

Mr B. Roche, Acting Executive Director, Office of Shared Services.  

Mr G.R. Baker, Project Manager, Office of Shared Services. 
The CHAIRMAN:  This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff.  The daily proof Hansard will 
be published at 9.00 am tomorrow. 
The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be restricted to discussion of those items for which 
a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account.  This is the prime focus of the committee.  While there 
is scope for members to examine many matters, questions need to be clearly related to a page number, item, 
program, or amount within the volumes.  For example, members are free to pursue performance indicators that 
are included in the budget statements while there remains a clear link between the questions and the estimates.  It 
is the intention of the Chairman to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that 
both questions and answers are short and to the point. 
The Treasurer may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee, rather than asking that the 
question be put on notice for the next sitting week.  For the purpose of following up the provision of this 
information, I ask the Treasurer to clearly indicate to the committee which supplementary information he agrees 
to provide and I will then allocate a reference number.  If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the 
Treasurer’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the committee clerk by 8 June 2007, so that members 
may read it before the report and third reading stages.  If the supplementary information cannot be provided 
within that time, written advice is required of the day by which the information will be made available.  Details 
in relation to supplementary information have been provided to both members and advisers and, accordingly, I 
ask the minister to cooperate with those requirements. 
I caution members that if the Treasurer asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the 
question on notice with the Clerk’s office.  Only supplementary information that the Treasurer agrees to provide 
will be sought by 8 June 2007. 
It will also greatly assist Hansard if when referring to the program statements volumes or the consolidated fund 
estimates, members give the page number, item, program, amount in preface to their question. 
The member for Vasse. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I refer to page 171, the line item “Search for HMAS Sydney”.  This is my warm-up 
question, Treasurer!  When former Premier Geoff Gallop announced that his government would commit an 
amount of $500 000 to help fund the search for HMAS Sydney, he told us about how, when he was growing up 
in Geraldton, he had heard stories about that tragedy and the ongoing controversy.  That announcement received 
a lot of fanfare at the time, as I recall.  In the 2005-06 budget papers, the estimated actual was $500 000.  
However, in the 2007-08 budget papers, the estimated actual is only $100 000.  What has happened to the other 
$400 000? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will ask the Under Treasurer, or one of his officers, to identify that particular matter. 

Mr T.M. Marney:  The 2005-06 estimated actual was $100 000.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Sorry, members, but we are having a bit of difficulty with the audio.  I will try to identify 
each member myself.  However, if I forget to do so, I ask members to please identify themselves, and to pause 
for a short time before they start to speak, so that the people in the control room will be able to identify where 
the member is sitting and the audio can kick in.   
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Mr T.M. Marney:  Unfortunately, this will be somewhat of an anticlimax, because we do not have an 
explanation as to why the additional $400 000 has not been expended.  As far as we are aware, that $400 000 has 
not been drawn down, so there has been only $100 000-worth of expenditure to date.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  In the 2006-07 budget papers, the estimated actual was shown as $500 000.  That was the 
budget that was brought down in May last year.  The estimated actual in the 2005-06 budget was also $500 000.  
The former Premier trumpeted on about that $500 000.  It is now only $100 000.   

[9.10 am] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Funding of $500 000, of which $400 000 is payable through the Western Australian Tourism 
Commission, was approved in November 2005 to provide for a state contribution towards a project to locate 
HMAS Sydney, an Australian naval warship that was sunk by German forces off the Western Australian coast 
near Geraldton during World War II.  I would expect that the remaining $400 000 would be accounted for 
through the Western Australian Tourism Commission budget.  As far as I am aware, no decision has come 
before me to change the budget for the HMAS Sydney matter.  It is a relatively small matter in a budget of 
$17 million.  If the member wishes, I will provide a more detailed explanation by way of supplementary 
information to account for it.  I would have thought that if we were cutting the budget for this, it would have 
been a matter that would have come to my attention.  I suspect that the member will find that it is in the budget 
papers, and we will direct him to the point. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I understand that it is only a small item.  It is only a warm-up.  Nonetheless, the Premier of 
the day got a fairly good run with this small item from the budget, telling us how it pulled at his heartstrings and 
the like.  This does happen from time to time with the government and its announcements.  How can the 
Treasurer tell us that $500 000 in the budget papers was estimated to be spent when we find out now that 
sometime between May and the end of June, the last six weeks of the financial year, $100 000 was spent?  That 
is the question I would like answered. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  This sort of thing does happen because the budget cut-off date is usually in April and we 
have to rely on information from agencies about what they expect will be expended by the end of June.  Between 
roughly the beginning of April and the end of June, sometimes things do not work out as agencies expect.  In 
other words, sometimes they are more optimistic.  Particularly when grants are being given to outside 
organisations, the government is really in the hands of those outside organisations.  They have to meet certain 
milestones before the grants are paid. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  If I want to ask the member a question, I will.  Based on his performance as a minister, I 
would not get an answer. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am delighted to have the assistance of the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara, who is a 
valued colleague. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Another sacked minister.   
The CHAIRMAN:  I do not think these comments are particularly helpful.   
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I do not think the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara’s comments are particularly 
helpful.   
The CHAIRMAN:  I am referring to all the comments. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  What are you, boofhead?  

The CHAIRMAN:  Members!  That is very unparliamentary, member for Vasse.  None of the behaviour from 
either side is helpful so far this morning, and it is only 15 minutes past nine.  The Treasurer was finishing an 
answer.  When he has done so, I understand that the member for Vasse wants some supplementary information, 
so I will ask the Treasurer to confirm it. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Sometimes agency expectations of expenditure by 30 June, which are given to Treasury 
before the beginning of April, are just not realised.  This can be particularly the case when the expenditure 
involves the performance of an outside agency.  Perhaps the government department expects that the outside 
agency will meet a certain milestone and therefore the grant or a proportion of the grant will be paid before 
30 June.  As it comes up to the end of June, the outside organisation advises the government department that it 
has not met the milestone and therefore the payment of the grant rolls over into the next financial year.  As far as 
I am aware, we have not made a decision at a political level to cut this funding, but because it is a matter that 
obviously involves, at least on the basis of the advice to me, the Western Australian Tourism Commission, we 
will do the inquiry and provide accounting for this particular line item as supplementary information.   
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[Supplementary Information No A39.] 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer to page 170 under “Grants, subsidies and transfers”, line item 20, “Life Support 
Equipment Electricity Subsidy Scheme”.  According to the information pamphlet produced by the Office of 
State Revenue, the scheme provides an electricity subsidy for life support equipment, including ventilators, heart 
pumps and dialysis equipment.  Why is the Treasurer ceasing funding for this scheme when his 2005 election 
policy promised funding for the scheme through to at least 2008-09, particularly given that in 2005-06 the 
program was more popular than budgeted for? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Page 170 shows that the 2007-08 budget estimate is $560 000.  What is the Leader of the 
Opposition talking about? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I am talking about the out years.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Let us talk about the budget year.  The scheme is funded at $560 000 for the budget year.  I 
am not sure what the complaint is. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer to Labor’s plan for disability services and the executive summary, which was in the 
previous budget.  That document has a spreadsheet showing the power subsidy in the forward estimates from 
$597 000 to $577 000 to $577 000 to $577 000, going out to 2008-09.  It is in the Treasurer’s own 
documentation.  Again, he made a great fanfare about this issue.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  On 5 October 2004, cabinet approved a subsidy to compensate financially disadvantaged 
persons for the electricity costs of operating life support equipment at home.  The subsidy is administered 
through both Treasury and Finance-controlled expenditure, being the administration costs, and administered 
expenditure, being the subsidies themselves.  Grants beyond 2007-08 are subject to the Minister for Energy 
presenting a progress report on the initiative to cabinet.  The way the budget papers are constructed, if some sort 
of requirement has to be met for the renewal of the funding, that renewable is not actually put into the forward 
estimates until and unless that requirement is met.  I can confirm that the government has absolutely no intention 
to cease this support for people with disabilities.  We funded it in the budget year, and the matter will be re-
examined.  The scheme may need to be finetuned and expenditure may need to be increased as new categories of 
people may need to be supported.  We will be looking at that.  Not only have we funded the life support 
equipment and electricity subsidy scheme, but we have also introduced a new subsidy scheme called the 
thermoregulatory dysfunction energy subsidy scheme. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Has that been replaced? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There are people who have medical conditions who cannot regulate their own body 
temperature and therefore need air conditioning to have any quality of life at all.  Air conditioning can be quite 
expensive.  We have gone beyond the original life support equipment electricity subsidy scheme to now cover 
thermoregulatory dysfunction.  Although it is provided for in this budget year, which is the important thing, 
subject to a satisfactory report from the Minister for Energy it will be provided for in the next budget year and in 
the forward estimates.  I have a personal commitment to this scheme.  It began on my watch as Minister for 
Energy and it was one of the initiatives that I undertook in that capacity.  The scheme is not at risk. 

[9.20 am] 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Given that in the Labor Party’s own documentation on disability policy the subsidy was to 
continue into 2008-09, and given that the Minister for Energy, as the Treasurer said, was to provide a progress 
report, did that occur?  What reason was stated in this report for the scrapping of the scheme?  If the reporting 
did not occur, given the importance of the subsidy, why did it not occur?  I refer to the thermoregulatory 
dysfunction subsidy scheme.  If that is an adjunct to the scheme, or if it replaced the scheme, why is it that they 
were both funded separately in 2006-07 with a total demand of $900 000 and yet now only $500 000 is available 
for that scheme?  On both counts the Treasurer has been found wanting. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  In some ways it is amusing that we should get this line of questioning. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It is not amusing at all; it is a serious issue. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I would appreciate it if the Leader of the Opposition would give me time to provide an 
answer, and I will not interrupt him when he asks his questions.  In some ways it is amusing to get this line or 
questioning, because these two schemes are initiatives of this government.  This support for people with 
disabilities was never provided under the government of which the Leader of the Opposition was a member.  The 
Leader of the Opposition will presumably try to say later that we are cutting the support, which when he was the 
Minister for Disability Services he was never able to achieve. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is rubbish. 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will be polite to the member if he is polite to me.  I expect that prior to the next budget we 
will get the report from the Minister for Energy and that the report will be positive.  Therefore, I expect that the 
scheme will continue.  I have a personal commitment to this scheme, and it will be provided for.  However, we 
need to have a proper control of government expenditure.  One of the things that we do is review new initiatives 
to make sure that they are actually achieving the target.  It may be that the subsidy level is too low, it may be that 
we have the conditions wrong, or it may be that there are categories of people who should be supported but who 
are not being supported.  All sorts of things must be taken into account.  A valuation of new initiatives is part of 
the process of sound financial management.  When a service is evaluated, it is taken out of the forward estimates 
until the evaluation has been done.  That means that the evaluation must be dinkum, because the minister knows 
that the evaluation must be conducted to get the matter confirmed in the forward estimates.  If that line of 
funding was in the forward estimates forever, the agency would not have an incentive to conduct a proper 
evaluation of the scheme.  There is no threat to support for this disability service, particularly because I was the 
state’s first Minister for Disability Services, and therefore I have a personal commitment to this issue.  I do not 
downgrade the personal commitment of my colleagues on this issue either.  If the Leader of the Opposition tries 
to run a scare campaign on this issue, I tell him now that it will be a dishonest campaign. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Will the Treasurer provide supplementary information about the Minister for Energy’s 
progress report on this scheme?  Will the Treasurer also provide details of the thermoregulatory dysfunctional 
subsidy scheme and whether it will be funded to its full extent of $900 000? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The thermoregulatory dysfunction scheme is funded.  The minister’s progress report on the 
life support equipment electricity subsidy scheme is not due yet.  It is funded for in this budget, and it is due to 
be considered before we renew the funding in the next budget.  I do not think there is a report from the Minister 
for Energy.  In fact, I am sure there is not a report from the Minister for Energy, because it is not yet due.  If the 
Leader of the Opposition would like to direct the question to the Minister for Energy, I am sure that he will 
provide an answer. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  We did that yesterday, and it was a waste of time, because he repeatedly refused to 
answer questions, but he promised that the Treasurer would answer them today. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will answer questions.  The problem that the member for Cottesloe might have is that he 
might not like the answers. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I asked a straight question.  Will the Treasurer provide supplementary information on this 
issue relating to the minister and the thermoregulatory dysfunctional subsidy scheme?  Will the minister provide 
supplementary information on these two issues? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will provide the Leader of the Opposition with supplementary information about when the 
Treasury portfolio expects to receive the report from the Minister for Energy on the life support subsidy scheme, 
and I will provide the member with confirmation of the funding for the thermoregulatory dysfunction scheme.  I 
make it absolutely clear that these two schemes are funded.  They are initiatives of this government, they were 
election promises of this government, and they will stand. 

[Supplementary Information No A40.] 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I refer to matters associated with the Office of Shared Services in and around pages 161 and 
162 of the Budget Statements.  I suppose my question relates to any of the items that refer to the total cost of 
services of the Office of Shared Services.  I refer to the retirement and/or departure from the Office of Shared 
Services of Mr Mance, which I understand occurred after 1 January, when the Office of Shared Services was 
under this department’s direct control.  Did Mr Mance make an approach to either the Treasurer or anyone else 
in the department seeking to initiate the termination of his employment?  Did he say, “I want out”? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am waiting for the rest of the question. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is the question. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Is the question: did Mr Mance approach me or anyone in my department seeking to initiate 
the termination of his employment? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Did he either offer his resignation or seek to enter into discussions regarding his departure? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  As a minister, I am bound by the Public Sector Management Act.  We do not have the ability 
under that act to influence the appointment or non-appointment of people below the level of CEO. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is not what Maxine Murray says. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is what the law says. 
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  I know. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not interfere in - 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, you did.  You sacked David Eiszele. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not interfere in - 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Tell the truth.  You have interfered repeatedly. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Member! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I repeat my appeal to the opposition: I will not interrupt their questions if they do not 
interrupt my answers. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is okay, provided you tell the truth. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If we are to have a spiteful estimates session, I will get into it, but I would prefer to have a 
proper examination of the estimates.  I do not interfere in public sector appointments.  We have a right, as the 
government, to deal with CEO appointments, and we use that right from time to time.  However, the Under 
Treasurer is the relevant accountable officer for these matters, and he will answer the question. 

Mr T.M. Marney:  The question was: did Ron Mance discuss his resignation or desire to leave the public sector 
with anyone in the Department of Treasury and Finance?  On a number of occasions Mr Mance raised the issue 
with me and expressed, I believe from as early as September last year, his desire to depart the Office of Shared 
Services. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  My understanding is that yesterday the Premier would not provide that information when 
asked questions of a similar nature.  Was the response of the department, through the Treasurer, to not accept Mr 
Mance’s offer to resign? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think it would have been good if we could have kept Ron Mance in the public sector.   
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Does the Treasurer? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I did not have a direct involvement in the issue, so I will ask the Under Treasurer to answer 
the question. 

[9.30 am] 
Mr T.M. Marney:  In the course of the discussions that I held with Ron Mance I was reluctant to have him exit 
the public sector.  He had a valuable skills set and was part way through a very important reform agenda and had 
substantial knowledge over a period of time during the reform agenda.  I was reluctant to entertain his desire to 
depart. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  What concerns me - this is part of my question - is that it would appear from an outsider’s 
point of view that the appointment of Ernst and Young, which was paid $1 million to go in there this year, arose 
from some significant management failings at a high level.  In these comments, I am talking about an oversight 
level and pointing the finger squarely at the Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  I 
am in no way reflecting on the staff at Cannington, who as I understand it are working very hard in difficult 
times on the implementation of the shared services agenda.  In observing the Office of Shared Services for some 
time now, and from the feedback I have had from a variety of very interesting sources, it would appear there was 
a failing in oversight by Mr Wauchope - I think he has failed the taxpayers of this state on that, and on 
Mr Mance.  I cannot understand how somebody who comes along and asks to resign, says he wants to leave, and 
goes to the Treasurer’s departmental head and says he wants to leave, is then suddenly offered a management-
initiated redundancy by the head of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  Can the Treasurer explain to me 
how that process occurred, and does he think it is a valid use of taxpayers’ funds that an undisclosed sum, which 
we believe to be in the vicinity of $200 000, was paid to Mr Mance, who in my view was heavily involved in the 
issues at the Office of Shared Services.  Again, I think there is an oversight problem here.  Mr Mance received a 
$200 000 payout when he wanted to leave.  I suspect the reason the department did not want him to go was that 
it wanted him to fix up the problems that had occurred there.  He had a lot of corporate knowledge.  Why was he 
not just allowed to go?  Why was he paid $200 000 to leave in this arrangement with Mr Wauchope?  How can 
this occur, and does the Treasurer think that is appropriate? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I repeat the two remarks I made.  Firstly, I cannot interfere in appointments within the 
departments for which I am responsible.  The government only has the ability to effect CEO appointments and 
even then if we appoint someone from outside the short list provided to us by the Commissioner for Public 
Sector Standards, we are required to gazette that fact and make it public.  Secondly, on the basis of my 
experience with Mr Mance and with the rest of the public sector, it would have been better from my point of 
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view if he had stayed within the public sector, perhaps not in the role he had but certainly within the public 
sector.  This is not a matter for which I have operational responsibility.  The questions as to what 
recommendations were made to government on this issue would have to be directed to the Director General of 
the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes, but what happens, Treasurer, is that we ask them and they say it is the Treasurer’s 
responsibility, so we come in here today and the Treasurer says it is their responsibility.  All I want from the 
Treasurer is an opinion.  I do not want any of the details.  This is what I think happened, and I want the 
Treasurer’s opinion on my assumption.  Then I will not ask any more questions about Mr Mance directly.  I 
think Mr Mance toddled along to Mr Marney in or near September last year and said he wanted to leave.  I think 
Mr Marney, as he said, was reluctant to let him leave.  His view was that he had a substantial corporate 
knowledge of the reform agenda that had been undertaken.  I suspect that is probably true.  I also think 
Mr Marney knew, or had reason to believe, that there were some issues at the Office of Shared Services.  
Everybody knew that, and I think he was reluctant to let Mr Mance go because he wanted him to stay and try to 
fix up some of the problems that had occurred there.  Those problems occurred while Mr Wauchope had direct 
responsibility for that agency.  I think he has been grossly negligent in his handling of that agency and he should 
be held responsible.  He should probably be sitting here today while the Office of Shared Services is on the 
agenda for discussion, because it is his responsibility, not the Treasurer’s department’s responsibility, in my 
humble view.  I think this is what happened.  He goes along -  

The CHAIRMAN:  Member, apart from the history lesson, can you ask a direct question? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Sorry.  Thank you, Madam Chairman.  My question is this: Mr Mance went along to 
Mr Marney and Mr Marney said no, he could not go.  Mr Mance then toddled off to his mate Mr Wauchope and 
they came up with a sweet deal under which a man who wanted to resign from the public sector was paid 
$200 000 with all sorts of secrecy provisions attached.  Is it an appropriate use of taxpayers’ money to pay 
someone to leave when they voluntarily wanted to leave? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member is really asking me to comment on something that has occurred in another 
portfolio.  I am not the minister responsible. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It occurred while the department reported to the Treasurer, in March this year. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am not the minister responsible for the administration of the Public Sector Management 
Act.  However, I will say this: I am opposed to the culture of management initiated redundancies that apparently 
exists in our public sector.  I think there is an ingrained public sector culture about the use of MIRs that I do not 
like. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Your government has increased them dramatically. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  In March this year, Ernst and Young received a $950 000 contract to support the 
implementation of the Office of Shared Services.  This was at about the same time that Ron Mance departed.  
Why was Ernst and Young brought in and what outcomes are sought as a result of this appointment? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Under Treasurer has made these arrangements with Ernst and Young and is probably 
best placed to answer the question.  I will preface that by saying it is a complex, important long-term project.  It 
has had some well-publicised difficulties and we want to get it through and implement it. 
Mr T.M. Marney:  Upon being given accountability for implementation of the shared services reform, I 
undertook a range of reviews across various dimensions of the Office of Shared Services.  A number of areas of 
weakness were identified and had previously been identified in various reviews that had been undertaken.  One 
of those key areas of, if you like, improvement opportunities was project management.  Project management is a 
fairly specialist field and essentially we were asking very capable corporate service providers to be expert project 
managers.  That was essentially beyond their capability.  We needed to enhance the project management of the 
Office of Shared Services and we have done that through the appointment of Ernst and Young through a 
competitive contracting process.  The key outcome that we expect to deliver through that is integration of the 
myriad projects and activities that are happening within the Office of Shared Services to deliver this reform.  In 
essence, as the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has highlighted, a lot of people are doing extremely good work 
out there but it is not as integrated in a holistic project framework as it needs to be.  The $950 000 is an 
investment in integrating that work, and providing clarity and direction to that work, and also giving us robust 
milestones so we can tell whether or not we are on track.  To date we have had milestones that are slightly less 
than robust and that has been a factor in the slippage of the program over the past couple of years.  Basically, we 
are getting a lot more dinkum about how we manage this reform. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Could it be argued that the appointment of Ernst and Young on this million-dollar one-year 
contract in March this year, following close on the heels or immediately preceding - I cannot remember the exact 
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time frame - the departure of Mr Mance, is a clear indication that until that time the level of oversight of this 
project, in particular by Mr Wauchope in his role at the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, had been sadly 
lacking?  This is $1 million to try to fix up some of the problems that he let manifest.   

[9.40 am] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition keeps inviting me to attack and criticise individual 
public servants.  I will not do that.  I will say this - 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Let us leave it to the Premier, then.  He reported to the Premier. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Member for Vasse! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Actually, he reported to me in my capacity as Minister Assisting the Minister for Public 
Sector Management.  I will not accept the Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s invitation to criticise individual 
public servants.  However, I will say this - 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The buck stops with the Treasurer. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Sorry? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The buck stops with the Treasurer. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is the way the ministerial system works in a Westminster parliament; the minister is 
accountable, and I am indicating that.  After a further indication from the Office of Shared Services that the 
investment period would last longer and the savings would be deferred again, the government examined the issue 
closely.  I took advice from the Department of Treasury and Finance.  We made a very clear decision to shift the 
Office of Shared Services from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to the Department of Treasury and 
Finance.  Since that time, the Department of Treasury and Finance - particularly the Under Treasurer, but also 
Mr Roche - has vigorously reviewed every aspect of the shared services operation, and has taken a significant 
number of remedial measures to get the operation into shape.  Quite frankly, I have discovered a few things 
about the Office of Shared Services through that process that had not been available to me previously in my 
capacity as Minister Assisting the Minister for Public Sector Management. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  What sorts of things would they be? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There were aspects of the organisation of the Office of Shared Services that had contributed 
to the lack of progress with the implementation of the project.  I had previously been of the view that the most 
serious difficulty was the delay in the provision of Oracle software.  However, I am now of the view that that 
was only one of the apparent problems in the Office of Shared Services operation. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Will the Treasurer apologise to Oracle for what he said about it? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  No, Oracle is still late with the provision of its software.  However, there are other issues 
that also need attending to, and the government, I think, made absolutely the right decision in shifting the Office 
of Shared Services operation from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to the Department of Treasury and 
Finance.  I am very glad that I supported that initiative. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer the Treasurer to page 171, and to the “State Water Strategy Rebate Scheme” item.  
The budget does not include any funding for the state water strategy rebate scheme beyond 2008-09.  Given that 
these will be critical years in relation to water shortages, before the new desalination plant is built, why would 
funding for this scheme not be continued through these years? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  When the Waterwise rebate scheme began, it was in fact a one-year program.  The object of 
the exercise was to change the way people viewed water efficiency and to change the way some of the markets 
for water appliances operated.  The program has been extended by different decisions.  In the latest budget we 
have decided to fund it for a further two years, and we will examine the priority of the program at the end of that 
time.  We have already achieved some change.  For example, the market for washing machines appears to have 
changed.  People used mostly to buy top loaders.  It now appears that people now mostly buy front-loading 
washing machines.  Our subsidy for those water-efficient front-loading washing machines appears to have 
changed consumer and retailer behaviour.  If the market has already been changed and people are already 
purchasing efficient appliances, then some of the rationale for a continuing system of subsidies falls away.  It 
was never designed to be a permanent, long-term spend.  It was designed to change consumer behaviour and to 
educate people, both customers and suppliers, about water efficient appliances. 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  It has worked very well. 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It has worked extremely well.  I can imagine that in two years’ time, when this decision 
comes up again, there will be an interesting debate within the government as to whether we should proceed with 
it.  I think there will probably be quite strong support for it to proceed.  However, again, we will examine it at 
that time. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Given that the scheme covers not only washing machines but also presumably tanks and 
the sinking of bores, will the Treasurer explain why he continues to subsidise the provision of tanks and bores in 
the metropolitan area, but the same scheme is not extended to, and he is actually intending to put a management 
fee on, licences and bores in non-metropolitan areas? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will take the Chairman’s guidance on this.  I have my views on many issues across 
government and I have knowledge of many issues because, as Treasurer, many issues come over my desk.  
However, I am not certain that I should answer for a matter that is within the portfolio of the Minister for Water 
Resources.  Would the Chairman please tell me whether the question is in order and whether I should answer it?  
If the Chairman advises me to answer it, I will fashion an answer, but I do not have water advisers with me.  I 
have Treasury advisers. 

The CHAIRMAN:  If the question relates to the rebate scheme as a budget item under the Treasurer’s portfolio, 
it is a fair question.  If it is a policy matter for another minister, it should probably be directed to that other 
minister.  However, if there is a clear link to this estimates line, it is a fair question for the Treasurer. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Which estimates line are we operating on? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It is line 14, “State Water Strategy Rebate Scheme”.  The budget estimate for this scheme 
is $9 million for this year and $9 million for next year. 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  Page number? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Page 171.  I indicated the page number when I first asked the question.  It is well known 
that there will be the possibility of stronger water restrictions in Perth in the near future, given climate change 
and many other reasons.  We know that the desalination plant will not come on stream until 2011, so there is a 
gap there.  Obviously, these water rebates actually have an impact on water savings.  Why will the Treasurer not 
extend it?  It is not only about washing machines, as the Treasurer well knows. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think I have given the answer.  This was designed as a one-year scheme to change 
behaviour.  We have extended it on several occasions and we have again extended it in this budget.  I am sure we 
will examine it again as we develop the budget for 2009-10, if the public gives us the privilege of developing 
that budget.  We think the scheme has been very successful in changing consumer behaviour, but once consumer 
behaviour has changed, it has changed.  There is not necessarily the need to keep subsidising the same things 
over and over again.  This is targeted at domestic use because it is a residential scheme, not a commercial 
scheme.  The other questions asked of me by the Leader of the Opposition really need to be answered by the 
Minister for Water Resources.  However, once again, the way the government approaches these issues can be 
appreciated.  When we take initiatives, we subject them to evaluation.  We do not necessarily give any 
department or portfolio a new initiative that will last forever into the future; we demand that it come back and 
show us that the money we have allocated has achieved the objective for which it sought the money.   

[9.50 am] 

If it can show that, it has a case for funding to continue.  Sometimes, of course, it cannot show that; therefore, we 
might have to modify the decision.  

Mr B.S. WYATT:  The second dot point on page 140 under “Significant Issues and Trends” refers to changes to 
the public sector financial reporting environment, with the implementation of Australian equivalents to 
international financial reporting standards, and accelerated reporting deadlines applying from 1 January 2006.  It 
refers also to the Financial Management Act 2006.  Can the Treasurer provide the house with an update on the 
impact of those accelerated deadlines?  I appreciate that it is early, but are there any indications of what impacts 
the Financial Management Act is having on agency reporting?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Year after year, we have received top ranking from Access Economics for the quality of the 
budget papers in Western Australia.  I do not want to claim all the credit for that, because the Court government 
did a significant amount to improve the standard of the financial papers and the budget papers.  We have 
continued that work.  It is good that the government of Western Australia has achieved a position in which our 
budget papers are seen by respected commentators as the best in the country.  We took a further step by having 
audited, whole-of-government financial reports available by the end of September.  I think we are the first 
government to do that.  I have been given the nod by my Treasury officer on that.  We have also substantially 
brought forward the reporting deadlines for the submission of annual reports.  That has put a bit of pressure on 
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government departments and on the Auditor General.  By and large, departments have been able to comply with 
those new arrangements.  With the Under Treasurer’s permission, I will ask Mr Barnes to talk about the 
implementation of the Financial Management Act.  

Mr M.A. Barnes:  On the issue of the earlier reporting deadlines, firstly, last year, 2005-06, was the first year in 
which the earlier deadlines applied.  Eighty-six per cent of agencies with a 30 June reporting date met the new 
90-day deadline.  The Auditor General provided a report to Parliament making very positive comments on the 
first transitional year for the earlier reporting deadlines.  That was a very positive result, particularly when 
combined with the fact that that was the first year we had adopted the international financial reporting standards.  
That was a very positive outcome.  Agencies responded well to the challenge.  The Financial Management Act 
came into effect along with the Auditor General Act on 1 February this year.  Implementation has gone well.  
The regulations and Treasurer’s instructions that go with that act have been finalised, and agencies have been 
informed of the key changes that impact on them.  A couple of the key changes are reflected in the budget 
papers.  One is the abolition of the capital user charge.  A second important accountability change is that 
agencies will be required to include in their 2006-07 annual reports an acquittal of their actual performances 
relative to their resource agreements.  That is a requirement under the Financial Management Act.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I refer the Treasurer to various matters in and around page 161 in relation to the Office of 
Shared Services.  I am particularly looking at a line item on page 161, which states that the roll-in of 15 agencies 
was completed in 2006-07.  I will read another line item under major initiatives -  

Finalise the build and test of Release Two of the Business System finance functionality which provides 
further functionality to enable subsequent agencies to progressively roll-in.   

The Treasurer might want to cast his mind over exactly what that statement means; it is quite interesting.  How 
many agencies have been rolled in 100 per cent to the Office of Shared Services program?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will ask Mr Roche to comment. 

Mr B. Roche:  Zero agencies have been rolled in for full functionality and integrated systems.  By the end of 
June, 15 agencies will be rolled in and receiving finance services from the Office of Shared Services through the 
Oracle finance system.  We are providing a range of services to agencies for payroll, but from current platforms 
until the Oracle payroll solution is built, tested and ready to go live.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  My understanding, loosely, is that finance, human resources and payroll were the three 
main back-office functions to be centralised under the Office of Shared Services reform agenda. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Procurement should also be included in that.  I will let Mr Roche deal with it.  Perhaps the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition has a question. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Of all the agencies we are dealing with, maybe the Treasurer can clarify the total number of 
target agencies that will be rolled in.  I understand that, so far, 15 have finance.   

Mr B. Roche:  Yes, and procurement services as part of that.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Procurement seems to be going along quite nicely, I hasten to add.  We have had a nice 
briefing on procurement, so we are all quite comfortable with that in some aspects - although that is central, but 
that does not matter.  Fifteen are in finance.  What is the total number of agencies you are hoping to roll in, and 
what time frame are we looking at?   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will ask Mr Roche to deal with the detail.  My impression is that probably more than 
100 agencies will be rolled in by the time we take account of all the small ones.  The roll-in schedule is the 
critical issue.  It is a good question, because it is via the roll-in that we will ultimately make the $55 million in 
savings a year that we are targeting with this exercise.  It is the delays to the roll-in schedule that are the key 
issue that would be of concern to me and to my government colleagues on the performance on the Office of 
Shared Services project.  
Mr B. Roche:  Unfortunately, some of the assumptions on the roll-in schedule that would have been used as a 
basis for the submission that went to government last November will not be made.  We therefore have had to 
recast the roll-in schedule as a result of the Oracle solution not being available, as we had thought.  Part of the 
work that the project director is doing is providing us with an integrated project master plan.  Part of that will 
deal with the roll-in schedule that needs to be revised as a result of the latest delays in providing the payroll-HR 
solution.  
Mr T. BUSWELL:  When does the Treasurer expect the first agency to be 100 per cent rolled in to the Oracle 
solution, which we have paid all this money for?  When does he expect all agencies to be 100 per cent rolled in 
to the Oracle solution, which we have paid all this money for?   
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is an excellent question.  My expectation is based on the advice that I get, so I will go 
straight to the person advising me on this issue, and let the Under Treasurer give the member the advice that he 
has given me. 
[10.00 am] 
Mr T.M. Marney:  As everyone is well aware, the delays in the system build due to the complexity of the 
payroll environment have been a major cause of slippage in the reform.  Our aim is to have delivery of an 
integrated system from Oracle, and a fully operational agency within that system, late in the third quarter to early 
in the last quarter of this year.  However, I hasten to add that the efficiencies from shared services come from 
aggregating the transactions within single systems.  Whether it is Oracle finance procurement HR and payroll or 
Oracle finance procurement and somebody else’s payroll does not really matter.  So long as we are not paying 
for something that we are not using, it does not matter.  The main game is getting all the transactions through one 
suite of systems in an integrated way.  What we are looking at and implementing at the moment is an interim 
solution that sees those payroll and HR functions being delivered from an alternative system to Oracle.  
Depending on how the rest of this year pans out, it will determine the path forward - whether it is an Oracle path 
for HR and payroll or some other path.  All those things are up for grabs.  The main game is getting the 
transactions through one system.  Focusing on a particular system is leading us astray to an extent.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I accept that statement.  Notwithstanding that, we have been led to believe for a number of 
years that the Oracle system was the be-all and end-all and the 100 agencies would be rolled in and the 
$55 million in savings would be dropping like manna from heaven and the Treasurer would be out there 
collecting it.  I am interested to find that the subject of payroll has been raised.  Has Oracle been paid anything 
for the provision of payroll services in the system bill?  I can only imagine that part of the Oracle system bill 
would involve some payroll functionality.  In other words, has Oracle been paid as part of the process so far for 
any aspect of the payroll functionality that we know it is not delivering?  My understanding is that the new 
payroll system is loosely based around Talent 2 - I am not sure of the name of the product.  What cost has been 
incurred in moving to this hybrid payroll system?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The first thing I say is this: savings do not fall like manna from heaven.  Savings have to be 
worked for extremely hard.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It was in the headline of the Treasurer’s press release.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Obviously, the objective of this effort has to be put upfront.  The objective of this effort is to 
save $55 million a year while continuing to deliver sound corporate services to the public sector of Western 
Australia.  To achieve savings of $55 million a year is not an easy task.  In any case, some attention should be 
given to the difficulties of achieving this level of savings.  Oracle has been involved in payroll solutions in major 
private sector organisations.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  How many governments? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It has been involved in major private sector organisations.  The best solution would be for 
the Oracle system to work and for that to be proceeded with.  It is prudent to have a plan B, but plan A is still the 
best plan if it can be made to work.  On the question of what has been paid to Oracle - 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Specifically as it relates to payroll.  We will get on to what has been paid to Oracle later on.  
I am assuming that in the totality of the bills that Oracle has sent - I do not know how many tens of millions of 
dollars that involves - components of that would have been for payroll.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have figures of what has been paid to Oracle.  While I give these figures it will give some 
time for Mr Marney and Mr Roche to talk about whether they can divide it between payroll and finance.  As at 
30 April a total of $24.55 million has been paid to Oracle for the design, build and test of the Oracle system for 
work that has been satisfactorily delivered.  In addition, $14.96  million has been paid for Oracle licences - both 
finance and HR payroll module licences.  The annual software maintenance and support costs are $2.629 million.  
All payments to Oracle, with the exception of the annual maintenance and support costs, are capital payments.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer said that the $14.96 million includes licensing for payroll.   

Mr B. Roche:  Yes, for payroll.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that the finance and HR basic functionality were delivered by the end of April 
2006.  Additional HR and core payroll functionality and substantial completion of the software for the first three 
awards was delivered in March 2007 - 11 months late.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I now understand that the government has paid Oracle for the delivery of payroll services, 
through the licensing fees and/or fees associated with design and build.  That has been established.  We also now 
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know that Oracle is not providing payroll services to any department, although it has been paid for it.  We now 
have a hybrid system - the Treasurer talks about plan A and B, and this is about plan A-and-a-half - based around 
Talent 2.  What amount has been paid to establish the hybrid system that is providing a payroll service that 
Oracle already has been paid to provide? 

[Dr S.C. Thomas took the chair.]   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Essentially, those arrangements were already established and paid for within the public 
sector.  I am advised that to operate them out of Cannington does not involve additional expenditure for licences, 
software bills or anything like that.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Payroll is still being delivered under the licence agreements that existed between the 
agencies and the various suppliers of that payroll software prior to the Office of Shared Services?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will ask Mr Roche to answer that question. 

Mr B. Roche:  The interim payroll solution is just a way of trying to leverage the opportunity to put the staff in 
one location.  The agencies that were currently providing the interim payroll solution 4 with the Talent 2 Alesco 
product were already on the Talent 2 Alesco product.  What is happening through the sector is that the payroll 
staff shortages are causing a concern and a risk to government within those agencies.  What we have tried to do 
with the nine agencies that are rolled in for finance and are already on the Talent 2 Alesco product is provide 
those services from Cannington rather than from the individual locations.  That brings all the staff together in 
one location.  We can then leverage off having all the numbers in one location and avoid some of the risks of 
staff shortages within the agencies.  Those costs were already met within the agencies; we are just providing that 
service from Cannington.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  There are two aspects to my question: firstly, the advice is that the costs already have been 
provided in the agency, yet Oracle has been paid to provide the software solution out of OSS.  Therefore, we 
have a double up.  The Talent 2 system is still being maintained within those agencies, whether it be by ongoing 
maintenance charge or whatever.  There must be costs in running software in agencies that have paid Oracle to 
provide that software.  I think there is a cost, but I not sure what it is.  Mr Roche said that nine of the agencies 
that have been rolled into finance use Talent 2.  What about the other six?  What has happened to their payroll in 
this hybrid system? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Let us correct what is potentially a misunderstanding.  Oracle has delivered finance 
functionality and core payroll functionality and it has substantially delivered functionality for the first three 
awards.  That is important because they cover a lot of the public sector.  Some of the awards that will ultimately 
have software built for them cover a ridiculously small number of people.  Oracle has delivered that software.  
We are not yet in a position, because of the need for additional functionality and so on, to use that software.  In 
the meantime, some agencies are having their payrolls operated by the Office of Shared Services, but on a 
technology platform that was their existing technology platform. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  And paying for it?   

[10.10 am] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Well, it has been paid for.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  No.  There is always an ongoing cost with software. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will ask the Under Treasurer to comment on that.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Americans found it easier to put a man on the moon!  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Actually, they did have some well-documented disasters and near disasters! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  At least it was a worthy achievement! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is also a worthy achievement, is it not, to save $55 million a year - although not as lofty as 
putting a man on the moon!   

The CHAIRMAN:  Members, we are digressing!  As interesting as the moon might be, Mr Marney was about to 
answer the question.  

Mr T.M. Marney:  Thank you, Mr Chairman.  The aggregation of transactions into a single system, as has been 
pointed out, is not in fact rocket science.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is an unfortunate turn of phrase! 
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Mr T.M. Marney:  This is a fairly simple process of aggregating within systems.  Inevitably, there will be a 
transition from the existing platforms to the new platforms.  There will be a need to overlap in that process, in 
order to manage the risk of people not being paid, or their leave liabilities not being accurately recorded, and so 
on.  We are heading into that overlap period, but we are not quite there yet.  What Oracle has been paid for is the 
capital engine that it has built.  However, that engine is not yet running.  Therefore, we are not paying for the 
running of that engine at this time in terms of the payroll component.  However, we are paying in terms of the 
finance, the procurement and aspects of human resources, because those engines are running.  We are not paying 
for anything that we are not using.  In the latter part of this year - in fact, throughout the budget year - there will 
be overlap between running the existing platforms and running the new platforms.  The challenge for me, as the 
accountable public servant in this project, is to ensure an efficient transition from one to the other.  It is also to 
ensure that we are transitioning the right mix from one to the other.  If the more efficient path is to run two 
systems in parallel, and to pay for what we use out of both those systems, that is what we will do.  I emphasise 
that the challenge is to minimise the period of overlap.  However, we are not yet in that period of overlap.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I would like to provide some additional information, because this is very relevant to the 
question that was asked by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.  As part of the shared services project, the 
government put a moratorium on system upgrades right across the public sector.  Had that moratorium not been 
in place, by now we would have had to spend $40 million on upgrading other payroll and financial systems, 
because that is the average expenditure that would have occurred over that period. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is a bit like your land tax argument! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think it is a good argument.  I will tell members why.  In the past, we had a large number of 
systems.  We had 21 different finance systems and 12 payroll systems in the largest 49 agencies.  Health alone 
had three different finance systems, and 22 different iterations of one HR system.  There was quite a chaotic 
system of software and technology platforms across the public sector.  As those systems required replacement, 
agencies would have come to the government, and, on the basis of our historic record, we would have spent 
about $10 million a year over four years on the upgrading of those systems.  We have not had to expend that 
$40 million, because we are spending it on one set of systems.  Actually, it is three systems, I suppose, because 
there is the Cannington shared services centre, the education shared services centre and the health shared 
services centre.  Therefore, $40 million has been saved, or avoided, by that particular operation.  In addition, we 
have already made some savings from the agencies that have rolled in for finance.  One example is fisheries.  
The health and education sectors, and the police service, have also made savings.  Over that four-year period, we 
have saved $19 million already.  Although the project has not gone according to the original plans, it needs to be 
assessed fairly.  It is important that I give members that additional information so that they can see that some 
offsetting events have occurred.  The other issue is that the Auditor General is examining the shared services 
project.  I expect - I do not know; it is up to him - that we will be given a report from the Auditor General next 
month on the shared services project. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I will allow the member for Vasse to ask a further question, but I am inclined to make this 
the last one and to then come back to a major substantive question so that we can move on.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I appreciate your latitude, Mr Chairman.  I am interested in the analogy of the motor 
vehicle.  Effectively, we have bought from Oracle -  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am surprised that the Under Treasurer would use a motor vehicle analogy, but there we are!   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes!  Good point - but I bet he does not drive a hybrid Hyundai like the Treasurer that 
cannot get up the hill!   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  He is not very new age in his questions! 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  We have bought from Oracle a $38 million motor vehicle.  Actually, in terms of capital 
cost, it is $39 million.  The Treasurer has signed off on the payment of $39 million in capital. The Treasurer has 
said that that was a capitalised cost to Oracle.  One part of that system is payroll.  The Treasurer has told us that 
the core payroll system was delivered in March this year.  However, no payroll functionality has yet been 
delivered into departments.  The departments are still using whatever systems they had before, whether that be 
Talent 2, or whatever.  In Deloitte’s original plan for the Office of Shared Services, what was the total capital 
cost that it estimated the government would need to invest to justify this project?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The initial funding for the shared corporate services project established in December 2003 
was expense $28 million and capital $54 million - a total of $82 million.  In December 2004, we also provided 
funding for the establishment of the Office of Shared Services, and the project staffing, which was another 
$27 million. 
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  I want to know what Deloitte used as its estimate of the capital cost when it prepared the 
original business case that the Treasurer became very exited about, and that justified this whole process.  This 
occurred way before the things the Treasurer is talking about.  I assume that the savings that Deloitte identified 
have barely changed over time; in fact, they have been pushed out.  I would like to know what capital cost 
Deloitte used in its original business plan that justified the government’s decision.  Perhaps the Treasurer could 
table the original Deloitte business case so that we can look at it.  

[10.20 am] 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Based on the information before me, I think the answer is $82 million, because that is the 
amount that we initially allocated for the project when we kicked it off.  However, we would have made that 
decision on the basis of a combination of Deloitte and Treasury advice.  We will go back and look at the Deloitte 
material.  As supplementary information, we will provide an explanation of the original Deloitte 
recommendation.  In principle, I do not see any reason why the house should not be given the Deloitte business 
case, but we will need to examine whatever contractual arrangement we have with Deloitte, and other material 
that might be in that business case, before I can give a definite confirmation.   

We will give the cost that Deloitte recommended to us as necessary and we will give either the business case, the 
relevant figures from the business case or an explanation of why we cannot give the business case as 
supplementary information.   
[Supplementary Information No A41.] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have some further information.  I am told that the executive summary of the business case 
is on the Office of Shared Services website.  The full business case is a cabinet document.  It is not usual to 
provide cabinet documents.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  With the capital costing? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I suggest that the member look at the website.  If he is not happy with that information, he 
should come back to me.  I want to be as open as I can about this.  I am not trying to hide anything. 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  I refer to the fourth and fifth dot points on page 141.  In the past few days at a local level 
in my electorate, I have seen a glaring example of inappropriate application of infrastructure funding, where the 
federal government has ignored the advice of its own Department of Transport and Regional Services, the local 
council and the state department of roads in allotting infrastructure funding.  I have two issues within those two 
points.  Firstly, how real is the potential threat to our long-term sustainability as a state in terms of infrastructure 
funding?  Secondly, in the fifth dot point, the Treasurer notes the risk of further intrusive commonwealth 
conditions.  Both of those things were applied in the case of the funding for Reid Highway, which was 
announced by the federal government last week.  The number one intersection that required change or 
development was ignored.  The two intersections that were 240th and twenty-fourth on the list were included in 
the funding arrangements.  How real is that potential threat to our long-term infrastructure sustainability, and 
how high does the Treasurer see the risk of the intrusion of commonwealth conditions affecting our future 
funding?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There are some quite serious issues here that would confront any government.  If the 
opposition expects that it will be in government for the next four-year term, it will have to deal with them just as 
we will if we are successful at the 2009 election.  The first issue is that the lion’s share of taxation is collected by 
the commonwealth government.  We collect roughly $5.5 billion of tax.  Peter Costello collects $30 billion out 
of Western Australia.  We spend all of our tax here on services, infrastructure or retiring debt for the future.  He 
takes $5 billion from Western Australia and does not reinvest it in one of the most profitable states in the 
country.  He spends it elsewhere.   

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  So, in essence, we are building the house and the commonwealth is taking the rent. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is one way of describing it.  Of course, a state like Tasmania with a smaller and weaker 
economy than Western Australia’s needs some support, but any corporate would look at where its most 
profitable areas for investment would be and would reinvest in those areas.  Any corporate would not take the 
money from the most profitable area and reinvest it in weaker areas.  The commonwealth government has that 
issue.   

The second thing that is happening is that we are facing a serious reduction in our share in commonwealth 
grants.  This is an issue that will confront the government of the day in the next parliamentary term.  It takes a 
year or two for the data to be taken into the system.  Then the data is made effective on a five-year rolling 
average basis.  We have now had seven years of good economic growth, but we have not seen the full impact of 
that seven years of good economic growth reflected in Grants Commission reductions to our share of 
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commonwealth grants.  It will now hit us in a big way.  We currently have a 10.1 per cent share of goods and 
services tax.  By 2010-2011 we will have 7.5 per cent of GST.  That will mean a loss of $1.4 billion from state 
finances compared to the situation that would have occurred if our current share was maintained.  I am 
forecasting a surplus of approximately $1.4 billion next year.  By 2010-2011 an amount equivalent to that entire 
surplus will be withdrawn from our finances.  That will be happening every year.  If our economy keeps 
performing as strongly as it is and keeps outperforming other weaker economies, we can expect an even more 
serious impact into the future.  This means a withdrawal of money that could otherwise be spent on the 
infrastructure that Western Australia requires.  One of the frustrating things about the Grants Commission 
process is that royalty returns from resources development are equalised away to other states; essentially, about 
90 per cent of them go to other states.  We retain our population share of overall royalties for the entire country.  
However, the costs of building the infrastructure that is required to support resources development are not 
equalised away.  We are not getting commonwealth investment in the infrastructure to assist the state’s 
taxpayers.   

The other thing that happens is that no particular account is taken of the fact that for four decades this state, 
under governments of both sides, has had a pro-resources development policy approach.  Former ministers such 
as the member for Cottesloe worked very hard to secure resources development.  Previous resources ministers 
and subsequent ministers have also done so.  The Grants Commission just assumes that there is no state policy 
credit for that effort.  In the end that is a disincentive for the state to adopt growth-promoting policies because 
eventually people might say, “What’s your end fiscal return and are you doing all this work only to see the fiscal 
returns and the social dividends go to other parts of the economy?”  We will not adopt that approach because we 
want to promote the economy.   

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  It seems in this particular instance - I mentioned Reid Highway - even the priorities for 
funding that are set by both the federal and state government departments are being ignored.  It seems that in 
setting the conditions, the commonwealth government says that we can have infrastructure funding for 
something even though all the indicators are that we really should have it for something else.  That attitude 
seems to be starting to push its way in.  The old-fashioned term is pork-barrelling, but I do not want to raise that 
because I want to get the roads built. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I think the money has gone to the City of Stirling. 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  It has not.  Unfortunately, the City of Stirling did not apply for that particular money; it 
applied for another lot of money, which has been ignored.  The sad part about it is that it was ignored on a 
scientific basis.  Even the commonwealth’s own federal department says that the funding should have gone to 
another intersection.  It seems to me to be very short-sighted. 

[10.30 am] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is worth looking at page 4 of budget paper 3 because it shows the revenue position of the 
government.  Commonwealth grants make up 40 per cent of our revenue, taxation makes up 31 per cent and 
mining revenue makes up 15 per cent.  Given the amount of focus that we have on state taxation in our public 
debate, it is instructive to notice that it is just 31 per cent of the revenue that we need to provide the services that 
are required.  We rely substantially on the commonwealth, which raises much more revenue than it needs for its 
own purposes.  The problem with relying on the commonwealth is that we lose autonomy as a state.  Despite the 
fact that we can get high level agreement that we should not have as much duplication in the micromanagement 
that we have, we should have a focus on measuring outcomes for joint expenditure programs, not on measuring 
inputs.  Each agreement that is negotiated between the state and the commonwealth seems to involve ever more 
intrusive commonwealth requirements.  The commonwealth government wants the state to provide for 
maintenance of effort and matching funding.  In essence, that is a punishment for states that move early on an 
issue.  For example, the previous government - I will give it credit - moved early on salinity funding.  When it 
came to commonwealth-state agreements on salinity funding and providing a matching requirement, no credit 
was given to Western Australia for the fact that it had begun spending on salinity ahead of the other states.  
Consequently, not only do we have intrusive conditions from the commonwealth government, but also a 
significant part of our own revenue is then tied up because we must provide state revenue to match 
commonwealth requirements for maintenance of effort and the provision of matching funds.  There is also the 
duplication of a whole lot of bureaucrats in Canberra who do not run a single school but make policy decisions 
on schools.  Each state has a head office for its education service and there is a commonwealth head office as 
well, but it has no service delivery. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I agree with the Treasurer but why does he let that happen?  That is a philosophical debate 
for another year, but the problem is that the government lets it happen. 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is an issue, and governments of both persuasions have let it happen.  For each 
agreement the states are faced with, they must decide whether to reject the commonwealth money and the 
conditions attached to it and have the community suffer the consequences, or to take the money and accept the 
commonwealth’s conditions.  The area of disability services is a good example.  Not only are commonwealth 
conditions placed on us, but also we are not getting our fair share of commonwealth grants compared with South 
Australia, for example.  People on both sides of politics in Western Australia must keep making this case to the 
commonwealth.  However, the trends are not encouraging. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I refer to service 3, which relates to economic policies and revenue policies in particular.  
I refer to the fourth dot point on page 150 of the Budget Statements that is related to the so-called electricity 
reform process.  The Treasurer has said over many years that the objective of electricity reform must be 
primarily to reduce electricity prices.  The Treasurer has repeatedly made speeches about the need to reduce the 
cost of electricity prices for business.  I refer to a joint press release by the Treasurer and the Minister for Energy 
on electricity price increases and in particular the statement that the electricity tariff of 8 300 businesses would 
increase next year by between nine per cent, which is three times the rate of inflation, and 18 per cent, which is 
six times the rate of inflation.  That cost will increase by five per cent over the following four years.  Assuming 
that those increases are cumulative, the majority of businesses will face an electricity tariff increase of 32 per 
cent over that period, and some will face an increase of 43 per cent.  That is hardly putting downward pressure 
on prices, let alone a price cut.  Will the Treasurer explain why electricity reform will lead to an increase in the 
price of electricity over the coming years of anywhere between 32 per cent and 43 per cent for a range of small 
to medium-size businesses in this state? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There is a false premise in the member’s question, which is that electricity reform does not 
result in a downward pressure on prices. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Treasurer promised the people he would reduce the prices. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Competition in the electricity industry exerts downward pressure on prices. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, members.  I ask whoever’s computer keeps turning on and off to either prevent it 
from occurring or to turn down the volume.  My apologies, Treasurer. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Competition exerts downward pressure on electricity prices.  However, other factors 
operating in the economy exert upward pressure, such as the increase in the global price of gas, for example - 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Western Power has a fixed contract from 2002.  It has fixed contracts for gas and coal, so 
it is not that.  Try something else. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, member. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There are substantially increased costs that exert upward pressure on electricity prices.  Let 
us look at the history.  The last time business tariffs increased was in 1991 and 1992.  There has been a real 
reduction of more than 30 per cent since 1991-92 and there has been reduction of 16 per cent in residential tariffs 
since 1998-99.  Much of the reduction in prices that was expected from competition has been taken up-front in 
the expectation of the impending competition.  In real terms, we have seen a decline in electricity prices over that 
period.  We live in a real world, and a competitively reformed electricity market is the best way to ensure 
optimum adjustment to the world in which we live.  However, significant pressures are placed on electricity 
prices in the world in which we live.  We have only to look at the decisions that regulators in other parts of the 
country are making.  I have read that the regulator in New South Wales is contemplating an eight per cent 
increase in retail electricity tariffs, and there are huge complaints from energy users on the eastern seaboard 
about the potentially very large increases in electricity wholesale costs.  I understand that business users asked 
the commonwealth government to conduct an inquiry and Minister Macfarlane refused that request.  Everyone in 
the country is facing the sorts of pressures that are being faced here.  Another point is that the business customers 
have a choice.  That is the logic of the reform.  These are not compulsory prices for businesses to pay.  Most 
businesses will be supplied on contract.  If they do not like the tariff offered by Synergy, they can ask Synergy to 
offer the business another contract at a lower tariff.  If Synergy will not do that, the business can go to Alinta or 
Verve Energy and deal with an alternative supplier.  The market applies in this area just as it does in other areas.  
Businesses are not bound to take electricity on a tariff basis.   
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I will make a comment first.  Electricity is a manufacturing business.  Real reform within 
the business is required to reduce the electricity prices, and that depends on the cost of fuel and equipment, and 
on the age and the efficiency of the equipment.  Competition can play a role in the reduction of electricity prices, 
but it will be secondary to those factors.  That is why the government has failed businesspeople and has 
produced an increase in electricity tariffs of between 32 and 43 per cent for business.  That is an abject failure.  
This area relates to revenues.  The Treasurer has announced the increases for business for not only next year, but 
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also the following four years.  However, the Treasurer has not announced the increases in electricity prices for 
consumers for the following four years.  What figure is Treasury using in its forward estimates for the consumer 
price of electricity when preparing its budget estimates? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I absolutely reject the argument of the member for Cottesloe.  A reformed electricity market, 
such as we have now, will put significant continuing pressure on the incumbent generator for reform.  We have 
already seen the incumbent generator respond to the likely advent of that competitive pressure.  Historically, the 
coal contracts and the gas supply contracts that were negotiated in 2004-05 were very good contracts for Western 
Power.  They were able to be negotiated because the suppliers understood that Western Power was to face 
competition and that the customers of the suppliers would go out of business if the customers did not get a fair 
deal.  I contend that competition in the electricity industry has already had an impact through the nature of the 
fuel supply contracts that Western Power was prepared to negotiate before it was disaggregated and that the 
suppliers have felt compelled to offer.   
[10.40 am] 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It has an impact, but it is not the silver bullet the Treasurer believed it was.  The 30 per 
cent to 40 per cent increases are proof of that.  My question related to Treasury’s assumption on consumer prices 
for the out years. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The government has given a commitment to have no change in retail tariffs before 2009-10.  
That was given by the Premier in his capacity as Minister for Energy.  Beyond that, Treasury is planning on 
basically CPI increases.  There is a figure of four per cent, but I will ask Mr Marney to provide additional 
information. 
Mr T.M. Marney:  It is a parameter assumption, so it is in line with broad inflation expected from 2009-10 
onwards.  There is no policy decision of government reflected in the forward estimates; therefore, we are 
reflecting an overall parameter increase. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  With respect, I understand there is no policy decision or announcement on those tariffs, 
but a number has been used in preparing the estimates and I am asking what it is for those out years. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think that is right.  The Treasury has to make judgements about the finances.  In the 
absence of a policy decision, Treasury makes forecasts as to what the rate might be and I am advised it is 
forecasting approximately CPI - 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No, I am asking for a number. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Given that they are the experts on forecasting and we do not tweak the forecasts, perhaps the 
Under Treasurer can explain it. 

Mr T.M. Marney:  The number incorporated in the forward estimates beyond 2009-10 is four per cent. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  For each year. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I might add that there are very significant cost pressures in the electricity system.  We have 
had a massive reinvestment in the electricity network and that investment needs to be serviced.  Everyone 
understands that there have been huge increases in the prices of aluminium, copper and labour, and that there are 
increased community expectations for the quality, reliability and safety of electricity supply.  That network 
expenditure in the end has to be serviced by customers of the electricity network.  The other issue that is 
confronting the electricity system is the global increase in the price of gas.  While it is fortunate that Western 
Power negotiated a long-term gas supply contract before the recent price spike in gas, other participants in the 
electricity market who will be using new gas are facing higher gas prices.  Another issue that will inevitably 
impact on electricity prices in the future is the question of paying for either carbon neutral electricity or for 
renewable energy.  While renewable energy is very popular with the public, it is more expensive than fossil fuel 
energy, particularly because it cannot for the most part provide continuous base-load power and therefore there 
has to be backup fossil fuel capacity for any given amount of capacity of renewable energy.  So materials price 
pressure, labour price pressure, network quality pricing pressure, fuels pressure and renewable energy and 
carbon neutral electricity cost pressures are all impacting on the electricity system.  I want to be quite frank: I am 
going through these things because electricity users in Western Australia need to understand that the electricity 
system is facing significantly increased costs from a whole variety of sources and ultimately those costs will be 
reflected in prices. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  We may disagree, but it is my contention that the prime determinant of electricity price is 
the actual cost of generating electricity.  I think that has been proved.  Given that, how does the expected cost of 
electricity from the Cockburn 1 unit built by Western Power, or Verve, compare with the cost from the proposed 
Wambo project? 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I was previously the Minister for Energy, and as Treasurer I have to answer for the financial 
assumptions in the budget.  I have probably gone a bit further than I should as Treasurer to give some 
background information on the cost pressures that the electricity system faces, but now the member has gone 
right into the territory of the Minister for Energy. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am just making the point - and Treasury would have been involved - that the 
government gave up the opportunity for a fixed-price gas contract and for a fixed-price construction contract.  
That will add to electricity costs. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The member has the opportunity to put that particular question on notice. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  To the Minister for Energy. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  He would not answer them.  We tried but he refused to answer.  He said that the Treasurer 
would answer them. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  On a point of clarification.  I am seeking agreement from members that the Treasurer and his 
staff, along with members, can take a five to 10-minute break sometime in the middle of this three and a half-
hour session.  I think it is appropriate that members and staff have a comfort stop and now is about halfway. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  If the Treasurer’s officers require a stop, we will agree to it. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Otherwise you are prepared to inflict discomfort on us! 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Until we see his eyes watering, we are not going anywhere! 

The CHAIRMAN:  There are in effect six members of the committee, including the Treasurer, and if necessary 
we will put it to a vote. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  A five-minute break. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We will give the opposition a couple of quick answers if we can have a five-minute break. 

Meeting suspended from 10.47 to 10.55 am 
[10.50 am] 
The CHAIRMAN:  We have a quorum. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I raise the issue of the number of divisions left.  I am entirely in the hands of the opposition 
on where members want to focus their questions. 

The CHAIRMAN:  On the list are the Leader of the Opposition, the member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara, the 
member for Vasse, the member for Riverton and the member for Kalgoorlie.  I draw members’ attention to the 
fact that this section will end at 12.30 pm, and there is no room for extension.  Divisions 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12, 
service 3, are to be dealt with in that time, and we are still on division 7.  It is entirely up to the committee when 
it calls a stop to each division and moves on to the next.  If members use up their time on division 7, there will be 
no time left for any other divisions.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Having that discussion over a cup of tea, I was tempted to ask how much the estimates 
were costing us per minute, given the number of Treasury officials who are here and are paid significant salaries.  
However, I thought a more important question - 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Well justified. 

[Mrs D.J. Guise took the chair.] 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  - related to the Office of Shared Services.  The reference is in any of the dot points on page 
161, specifically service 10.  Can the Treasurer guarantee that no department or agency has upgraded, resigned 
or entered into any new licensing arrangements of finance for payroll or HR software systems since the Office of 
Shared Services started or since Oracle was awarded the OSS software contract?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Madam Deputy Speaker, on this occasion I can correctly refer to you as Madam Deputy 
Speaker.  

The CHAIRMAN:  Madam Chair, actually - either one.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am always a bit cautious when I am asked whether I can absolutely guarantee something 
because it is my impression that if I say, “Yes, I can absolutely guarantee”, you will produce an example of an 
agency that has done what I have just guaranteed has not occurred.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  You told us before about the moratorium and how much money it has saved.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 24 May 2007] 

 p351c-376a 
Chairman; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Bob Kucera; Mr Ben 

Wyatt; Mr Tony McRae; Mr Tom Stephens; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Rob Johnson 

 [18] 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  You pretend you do not know  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will seek some advice on that matter.  

As far as we are aware, for the agencies in scope, the moratorium has been honoured. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  What does “in scope” mean?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It means the agencies that are expected to be rolled into the Office of Shared Services.  
Mr T. BUSWELL:  The 100?   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is right.  If opposition members are aware of an agency that, in their view, has breached 
the moratorium and is doing what I would regard as the wrong thing, I would be delighted to have the 
information.  From where I sit as the Treasurer, and where Treasury sits at the core of government, it is not 
possible to micro manage every agency; nevertheless, a moratorium is in place.  Of course, any significant 
expenditure would have had to come to the expenditure review committee for approval.  That is a measure by 
which we can control this issue.  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Can the Treasurer confirm by way of supplementary information whether any agencies are 
not complying with his directive?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is possible that, for business continuity reasons, one or two agencies have engaged in 
additional expenditure on their IT systems.  However, they would have done that from within their existing 
resources.  As far as I am aware, they have not come to the government for additional funding through the 
budget process.  If they did, we would say, “No; we will not do it twice; we are spending money on the shared 
services operation and you have to wait.”  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I am sure you will be able to provide that to us by way of supplementary information.  That 
is what I am asking.  Have any agencies done that; and, if so, how many?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am not sure whether it is within my capacity to provide the information.  The Under 
Treasurer is telling me that we can provide the information, so I will be guided by him.  He would be interested 
in the answer himself.  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Perhaps you should give him your job.  You could bump his salary up by a couple of 
hundred. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  He is already paid more than I am!   

The CHAIRMAN:  Will the Treasurer clarify what he is agreeing to supply?  

Mr T.M. Marney:  Can I correct the record and say “earns” rather than “is paid”.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am on the losing side of this argument, so I should probably give up. 

The only concern I have is that agencies from within existing resources might have engaged in a relatively 
modest amount of expenditure of $1 million or $2 million.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  You are backing away from your moratorium claim now.  I do not think you have very 
good control.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am not backing away from it at all.  Any major expenditure would have come through the 
expenditure review committee and, therefore, we could monitor it.  The Under Treasurer says we can provide 
this information and, therefore, we will do so by supplementary information.  I understand the question to be -  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I want to know the names and the number of departments that are not complying with the 
Treasurer’s directive on the Office of Shared Services.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We will provide the names and the number.  

[Supplementary information No A42.] 

[11.00 am] 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  How many full-time equivalents are based at the Office of Shared Services Cannington 
office; how many consultants are employed on the project; and what hidden costs are being borne by agencies 
through Office of Shared Services implementation teams and double-ups in payroll and other services? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  As at 3 May, the Office of Shared Services had 234 staff, of which 141 were involved in the 
shared services centre and 93 were involved in the project.  In the health shared service centre, there are 610 full-
time equivalents, including 200 undertaking procurement functions.  In the education shared services centre, 
there are 307 full-time equivalents.  I will ask either the Under Treasurer or Mr Roche to talk about 
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consultancies.  We do not have that information immediately to hand.  If the Leader of the Opposition wants the 
question to be answered by way of supplementary information, I am happy to do that. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  A list of all consultants that have been engaged through the process. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  A list?  That is different.  I thought the Leader of the Opposition was asking about the 
number of consultants currently engaged, but now he is asking for a list - 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It has to be both. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition wants a list of all consultants who have been involved in the 
process? 
The CHAIRMAN:  Does the Treasurer agree to provide that as supplementary information? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I agree, but I wish to make a comment about how the opposition might seek to use that 
information. 

[Supplementary Information No A43.] 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member for Kalgoorlie expresses the view that the member for Vasse will handle the 
information honourably!  I am pleased that that statement has been made; reconciliation is at hand! 

Of course consultants have to be engaged for this sort of exercise.  It is a new thing for the public sector to create 
shared services centres.  It is a challenging and complex project, and I would be very disappointed if the use of 
consultants to ensure that we ultimately get the right answers on the shared services project was in some way 
politicised as a waste.  It is an investment. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The other part of my question relates to what hidden costs are being borne by agencies 
through the Office of Shared Services implementation process.  I refer to costs to individual agencies. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Agencies have to prepare to roll in.  Agencies therefore have to cleanse their data, for 
example.  That could, I suppose, be regarded as a hidden cost for an agency.  On the other hand, it is probably a 
long-overdue and desirable event for the data to be cleaned up.  Agencies also have to re-engineer some of their 
business processes in order to fit in with the shared services environment.  That might be regarded as a cost; on 
the other hand, it is probably best considered as an investment in future efficiency.  The government has 
inherited a strange system across the public sector.  I mentioned earlier the 21 different finance systems and 12 
different payroll systems in the largest 49 agencies we began with.  There is a broader issue of difference with 
respect to the number of different ways in which public sector agencies, for example, pay travel allowances or 
handle leave arrangements. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The Treasurer could go on for half an hour.  Obviously, the agencies have certain costs 
associated with the Office of Shared Services process.  I am asking the Treasurer to provide those costs. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not think it is possible to quantify those costs without conducting a fairly extensive 
inquiry.  I am trying to point out that, yes, agencies have to do things and that there is a cost for them to do those 
things.  However, I also point out that those things are necessary and desirable things to do, even if we did not 
have the shared services expense.  I am also advised, because there has obviously been some discussion and 
seeking of information from the Auditor General, that the issue of costs incurred by agencies preparing to roll in 
to the Office of Shared Services will be covered in the Auditor General’s report.  We will have a better handle on 
that - 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Therefore, the Treasurer can provide that information.  If the agencies are going to provide 
that information to the Auditor General, surely they can provide it to the Treasurer. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The advice is the issue of costs.  I do not know what the Auditor General will say, but I 
would not be surprised if he draws attention to the fact that these costs could exist without actually quantifying 
them. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Is the Treasurer saying that he cannot provide the information?  

[11.10 am] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition asked whether I could provide an estimate of any additional 
rolling costs for agencies.  I acknowledge that I regard the sorts of rolling costs that I have been talking about as 
a worthwhile investment in future reform, even without shared services, but it is not a wise use of public sector 
resources to have an inquiry into exactly what those costs are.  If there is any additional information, we will try 
to provide an answer.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 24 May 2007] 

 p351c-376a 
Chairman; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Bob Kucera; Mr Ben 

Wyatt; Mr Tony McRae; Mr Tom Stephens; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Rob Johnson 

 [20] 

The CHAIRMAN:  I advise that I have four members remaining on the call sheet and there is one hour and 
20 minutes in which to cover the remaining five divisions.   

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Does the Treasurer have any supplementary information available to him on the search 
for HMAS Sydney?  If so, is that information consistent with my recollection; that is, that the allocation was a 
grant of $500 000.  Out of that amount, $100 000 was to be spent on setting up the search for the funds and when 
the funds were found, the remaining $400 000 would become available.  Does the Treasurer have information 
that confirms my recollection of it?   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It was given to the member for Central Kimberly-Pilbara on a piece of paper.   

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Given what on a piece of paper?  I will give the Treasurer the member for Vasse’s head 
on a plate in preference.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not think that would be a useful ornament in my lounge room.   

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  It would smell after a while.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member is correct in his understanding of what happened.  Basically, they sought 
$500 000.  That application was successful.  The terms and conditions for a $500 000 grant were confirmed in an 
agreement dated 8 February 2006.  What will happen is that they will get the first $100 000 to allow them to 
search for other funds.  When they have got the other funds, the other $400 000 will be paid to them.  All is in 
hand.  We have a signed agreement with them.  Presumably, we could be sued if we did not provide the 
$500 000.  The remaining $400 000 is conditional upon them getting enough money to start the search.  We will 
not pay $500 000 for something that does not happen.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am just recovering.  On page 171 of the Budget Statements there is a line item “Land tax”.  
Can the Treasurer advise, based on his estimates, modelling and other such things, how many land tax 
assessments will be sent out this year?   

The CHAIRMAN:  Member, to what are you referring in the budget apart from the page number? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am referring to page 171.  Under the heading “Details of the administered transactions 
income” there is a line item “Land tax”.  I just want the number and not the palaver.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member does not want any explanation that might put it in context and improve his 
understanding?   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer can be brief.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The number of land tax payers in 2006-07 was 118 272 as at 14 May 2007.  The number of 
land tax payers expected for 2007-08, based on the land tax modelling, is 118 056.  The nature of the reform that 
we have introduced has prevented 80 000 land tax payers who would otherwise have been in the system from 
being drawn into the system.  If we had not changed the land tax arrangements, the figure would be more like 
198 000 people paying land tax in 2007-08.  I am sure those 80 000 are grateful that they will not be receiving a 
letter that they have received before from the Office of State Revenue asking them to pay land tax.   
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am just completing a couple of calculations. 
Mr R.C. KUCERA:  The member does not need a calculator; he is very good. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Can the member divide $434 100 000 by 118 056 for me?  He is an intellectual giant.  I 
know he knows that two fists jabbed into one stomach causes confessions to flow forth. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Members, I would actually like us to - 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  As I have said before, one blow to the forehead too many has slowly brought the curtain 
down on that member’s cranial capacity.  

The CHAIRMAN:  Members, I would like us to continue please.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Let us accept that most people got a land tax bill last year and will get one this year.  That is 
basically what the Treasurer said.  There may be 218 fewer land tax bills.  I want the Treasurer to confirm that 
the average land tax bill will increase from $3 359 last year, based on the information the Treasurer gave me, to 
$3 677.  Is it correct that the average land tax bill in Western Australia will increase by that amount next year?   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Madam Chair, can I ask the member for Kalgoorlie whether I should accept any estimate of 
the numbers given to me by the member for Vasse?  Would he have confidence if he went to him and said, “This 
is the number?”   
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  He is a qualified economist and the Treasurer is not.   
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  His arithmetic has been poor on previous occasions, I understand. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Can the Treasurer tell me whether the average land tax bill will go up from $3 359 last year 
to $3 677, despite his massive land tax cuts? 
Mr R.C. KUCERA interjected. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  They did not get a bill last year. 
Mr R.C. KUCERA interjected.  
The CHAIRMAN:  The member for Yokine!  The last time I looked the question was addressed to the 
Treasurer.   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  This is equivalent to taking the income tax -  
Mr T. BUSWELL:  No, it is not.   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I thought we had an agreement: I will not interrupt the member and he will not interrupt me. 
The CHAIRMAN:  Member, give the Treasurer a chance to respond. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  This is equivalent to taking the taxation revenue of the commonwealth government in 
2006-07 of $220 billion and dividing it by the population of Australia and reaching a figure, and then taking the 
taxation revenue for 2007-08 of $231 billion - that is, $10.6 billion more - and dividing it again by the population 
of Australia and saying there is a difference.  I was perhaps a little less than courteous when I used the phrase, 
“It’s the economy, stupid.”  I used it because it was the phrase that Clinton used about economic priorities.  
Essentially, economic development means that more people have investment properties.  The value of those 
properties goes up and, consequently, when that occurs more land tax is paid.  However, a lot less land tax is 
paid under the new arrangements than would have been paid next year under the old arrangements.  It is 
instructive to compare the land tax arrangements in Western Australia with the land tax arrangements in other 
states.  It is clear that we have a relatively mild land tax scheme compared with a state like Victoria.  No tax is 
welcome by the person who has to pay it, but, on the other hand, we need tax for health, education, law and 
order, and infrastructure.  If there had been no change to the land tax scales, tax revenue would have increased 
by about 80 per cent on the back of a virtually 50 per cent increase in property values.  That is why we have 
reformed land tax.  We did not think an 80 per cent increase in land tax values as a result of economic activity 
and wealth effects would be appropriate.   
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I will ask my question again because the Treasurer did not answer it.  Can he confirm that 
the average land tax bill will rise from $3 359 last year to $3 677 next year?  Can he also confirm that last year a 
person who had a property portfolio valued at $1 million would have paid $4 568 in land tax?  As he has 
assumed that there will be a 50 per cent increase in property values, it will mean that that property portfolio 
would now be worth $1.5 million for the purposes of land tax calculations. 
[11.20 am] 
The CHAIRMAN:  Order, member!  The member might like to ask one question at a time.  It looks as though 
the member has a series of questions. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It is the same question, Madam Chair.  Under the Treasurer’s lower land tax rates, the land 
tax bill on that same property will be 23 per cent higher next year, at $5 625.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not know why we need to keep hearing from the sacked ministers on the back bench!   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  It is better than a sacked Leader of the Opposition!   

The CHAIRMAN:  Members, that is unhelpful, frankly. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  At least I was not disgraced and named in the CCC and all the rest of it!   

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  You were sacked by the community of Western Australia!   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  We have three sacked ministers!  How many more are there? 

The CHAIRMAN:  Members!  Would members please stop debating among themselves!  Members are all very 
unhelpful.  It demeans this place when members think they can chat among themselves rather than get on with 
the business of the house, which is to deal with the budget estimates.  The Treasurer. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Under the 2006 land tax scale, the owner of a $1 million property in the city will pay $4 568 
in land tax and $1 500 in metropolitan region improvement tax - a total of $6 068.  Under the new tax scales, that 
same person will pay $1 857 in land tax and $1 350 in MRIT, a total of $3 225.  On a $1 million property, 
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therefore, there has been a 47 per cent reduction in the combined land tax and MRIT payable.  The member 
keeps tying to confuse policy and economic impacts.  If people are fortunate enough that the value of their 
property has increased, good luck to them.  I like to see people in Western Australia become wealthy.  Even 
though that may put those people into a higher tax bracket, we have nevertheless cut the tax rate that would 
apply to that bracket; therefore, those people are better off than they would have been had the existing tax scales 
been maintained.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Let us deal with the reality, Treasurer! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The argument put by the member for Vasse is akin to saying to Peter Costello that there have 
been no tax cuts, because incomes have increased; therefore, even on his new tax scales, an extra $10.6 billion in 
tax revenue will flow to the government.  Despite Peter Costello’s tax cuts, lots and lots of people in the 
community will pay more income tax, and lots and lots of companies will pay more company tax.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  He does not put up incomes each year by 50 per cent!   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The values are the values.  The Valuer-General recognises the values.  The Valuer-General 
does not arbitrarily put a value on land in excess of the market value of that land.  The Valuer-General 
recognises the market value that already exists.  I must say also that the Valuer-General is an independent 
statutory officer.  We do not tell the Valuer-General what value to recognise. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Do not worry, Treasurer!  I will make sure that all these people who bring me their land tax 
bills this year dutifully send them on to the Treasurer so that he can explain to them, in his own words, why their 
land tax bill has gone up!    

The CHAIRMAN:  If the member would ask his question, I would appreciate it. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer has talked about the land tax rates in Western Australia compared with 
Victoria.  I have a question that relates to land tax.  At page 62 of budget paper No 3, Economic and Fiscal 
Outlook, there is an interesting table that compares the land tax payable in Western Australia with that payable in 
Queensland.  In Queensland there are two different land tax scales.  There is a lower scale for households, and 
there is a higher scale for companies or trusts that own property.  Last year in that comparison table, the land tax 
scale that was used for Queensland was the lower scale that relates to households.  This year, the land tax scale 
that is used for Queensland is the higher scale that relates to companies and trusts.  That means that effectively 
the land tax that is paid in Queensland this year is double what it was last year.  Who made the decision to use 
that higher tax scale, and why? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Under Treasurer will answer that question shortly.  I want to return to one aspect of the 
previous question; that is, the use of a figure for average tax rates.  We are dealing with people who have a 
property portfolio valued at $300 000 through to people who have a property portfolio valued at more than 
$25 million.  Therefore, the use of averages is a pretty artificial device.  It is certainly not very informative on 
this occasion.  That is the case particularly when prices are changing at different rates in different parts of the 
state.  I understand that the member for Vasse may be particularly conscious of this issue, because he represents 
an electorate in which property values are increasing rapidly.  However, in other parts of the state, property 
values are not increasing at anything like the rate that they are in the Busselton area.  Although I read budget 
paper No 3, or as much as I could, before it went to press, I do not have any knowledge of how that decision was 
made.  I will ask the Under Treasurer to provide that information. 

Mr T.M. Marney:  The information that is included in that table at page 62 is based on our assessment of the 
broadest applicable tax rates in each jurisdiction.  Many jurisdictions have numerous different land tax rates.  
Understandably, we have been investigating land tax issues fairly intensively over the past 12 months.  Those 
investigations have led us to the conclusion that the higher rate in Queensland is, in fact, the more broadly 
applicable rate and is, therefore, more representative of the tax regime in place in Queensland.  Therefore, that 
was the decision that we made, based on our analysis of land tax settings across jurisdictions. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Was that research conducted between last year and this year? 

Mr T.M. Marney:  It was not a specific research project.  We have been undertaking a lot of work on land tax 
scales over the recent months. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am keen to understand why that rate has been changed between last year and this year if 
no additional research has been done to draw that matter to the attention of Treasury.  The other point I make is 
that in last year’s budget papers, a note was put against the Queensland tax scale that pointed out clearly that it 
was the scale for residential investment, not the scale for land owned by companies or trusts.  Why is a similar 
note not included this year to say that the tax scale that is being used is the scale for companies and trusts, not for 
individuals? Some people - not I, but some people - may mount an argument that this table has in part been 
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concocted by using the worst case scenario in Queensland in order to make the government’s position more 
attractive than it is.  The fact that the rate has been changed, and that that note has disappeared between last year 
and this year, indicates to me that that may well be the case.   

[11.30 am] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition should look at the rates right across the states.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer is completely missing the point.   

The CHAIRMAN:  The member for Vasse should let the Treasurer respond. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  With all due respect, Madam Chair, he is completely missing the point.  It was cooked up.   

The CHAIRMAN:  The member asked a question and the Treasurer had hardly started to respond.  The member 
should at least allow him to do that and then we will continue.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I repeat: the Deputy Leader of the Opposition should look at the rates across the state.  We 
have no need to do anything inappropriate - 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  We will see if it is accurate when they all hand down their budgets for next year because 
this is not an accurate table.   

The CHAIRMAN:  I call the member for Vasse to order for the first time.  I will not tolerate that behaviour, 
particularly when I am on my feet. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If we look at the rates across the states, Western Australia’s position is so advantageous 
compared with the overall state approach that there is certainly no need to gild the lily in any way whatsoever.  I 
read most of budget paper 3 before it went to press.  I certainly did not notice this particular aspect.  I am advised 
by the Under Treasurer that this was a Treasury decision based on its judgement of the most applicable rate in 
Queensland.  It is always a difficulty comparing states - 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Why was a note not attached?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is a matter that I will ask the Under Treasurer to respond to.  It is certainly not a matter 
that I have had anything to do with.  Quite frankly, we do not need the Queensland rates in there at all to make 
the point that we are much better off with land tax in Western Australia than in virtually every other state.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Let us see when Queensland hands down its budget.  I would be a bit careful.  The revised 
budget figures are not in here yet.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is an interesting point.  Perhaps the Deputy Leader of the Opposition will come back to 
me when the Queensland budget comes down.  What will he say about South Australia, Tasmania, the Australian 
Capital Territory, Victoria and New South Wales?  Talk about a myopic focus!  The Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition has lost the plot here.  The answer is that Western Australia has better land tax rates than every other 
state as far as I can see, certainly up to a value of a $10 million property portfolio. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  For a business or an individual?  That only talks about half the story. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I say to the member for Vasse that raising his voice really does not achieve too much.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Let us say that the member for Vasse was successful in proving that his obsession with 
Queensland is somehow right.  Would that change the argument?  No, because he still has to deal with New 
South Wales, Victoria, South Australia, Tasmania and the ACT.  We do not do these things that the Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition suspects that we do.  Treasury is an independent professional organisation and it does 
the right thing. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I refer to Her Majesty’s Treasury of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland’s independent review commonly known as the Stern report, the title being “The Impacts of Climate 
Change on Growth and Development”.  It is an economic study first and foremost.  Can the Treasurer not hear 
me? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I was handed a bit of paper and it is one of those situations where I missed the beginning, so 
I cannot understand the middle. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  He is asking about the Stern report.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I am making reference to Her Majesty’s Treasury of the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Is the member referring to a page item in the budget paper?  
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Mr A.D. McRAE:  It is in relation to page 2. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Of what? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Page 2 is clearly not in this division.  Madam Chair, yesterday you instructed us to refer to 
line items. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I am working on it.  I do need the reference to the budget.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I am making reference to page 175.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Member for Riverton, that is another division.  We are currently working on division 7. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I have been given the wrong page number.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  We have limited time to put up with a clown show.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I am referring to the first dot point on page 140. 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  There are a number of references throughout the papers. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I am not interested in a number of references; I am interested in a specific page number and 
dot point. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The first dot point on page 140.  I repeat: Her Majesty’s Treasury of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland has conducted an independent review of the economic implications for 
climate change, commonly referred to as the Stern review.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  On a point of order, this dot point relates to the provision of sound financial management 
outcomes.  It does not talk about climate change at all. 

The CHAIRMAN:  There is no point of order.  The member for Riverton is in the process of asking the 
question.  Let us hear it first.   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The third dot point from the bottom might be the one the member is looking for. 
Mr A.D. McRAE:  I started at the first dot point and thought that that was appropriate.  Any one of those dot 
points are relevant to the question I am attempting to ask.  I think the member for Vasse has just joined the 
climate change deniers group by refuting that it has any economic or financial implications.   
The CHAIRMAN:  The member can refer to this all he likes but I would like to hear the question.   
Mr A.D. McRAE:  Thank you, Madam Chair; I would like to put it.  
Mr T. BUSWELL:  The member for Riverton is acting like the village idiot. 
The CHAIRMAN:  If the member for Vasse stops interjecting, we might actually hear the question. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  It is interesting that when members on this side want to debate policy, members opposite 
revert to personal vilification and attack. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Member for Riverton, please ask the question. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  You are not down at the Corruption and Crime Commission now.   

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  And you are not out in the car park with Crichton-Browne.   
The CHAIRMAN:  Members are really testing my patience.  Given that I am in this chair, I can quite easily 
leave it.  I would suggest that if we wish to continue with this debate, members do so in a parliamentary manner.  
Anything less than that and I will start calling members to order.  Member for Riverton, please continue with 
your question, uninterrupted by others.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The Stern review on the economic implications of climate change covers a range of issues, 
including energy demand and production - we heard some earlier debate about that - agricultural productivity, 
regional and urban development, transport, and economic and technological innovation.  Has the Treasurer 
anticipated that Western Australia will move through either the Department of Treasury and Finance or some 
other agency in partnership with DTF in the coming financial year to understand the correlation between our 
understanding of the implications of climate change, vis-a-vis the Stern report, or are we making assessments of 
the economic and financial implications of climate change independent or related to some other studies?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do hope that when the officers from the Department of Treasury and Finance come to 
estimates committees, they will be impressed by the glories of the political process and the professionalism with 
which the task of estimates committee examinations are conducted.  I would like to see the expectation 
confirmed. 
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With regard to the issue of climate change, the budget includes a climate change program funded at $100 million 
plus over five years.  Part of that program involves a team to work on a national emissions trading arrangement 
and modelling of the impacts of that arrangement and to provide support for Western Australia’s negotiating 
positions in the development of those trading arrangements.  DTF will be a substantial contributor to that 
national emissions trading team.  The national emissions trading team will operate out of the Department of 
Treasury and Finance.  With regard to a WA equivalent of the Stern report which models where climate change 
might take our economy in the future and which argues for early action now to avoid higher costs at a later stage, 
it is not proposed that WA conduct that sort of economic modelling right now but we are seeking to really boost 
our efforts to understand, adapt to and so far as we can, make our own limited contribution to climate change.   

There is one other thing that I need to say.  With regard to land tax and Queensland, as well as the budget papers, 
the Department of Treasury and Finance produces fact sheets that are put on the website.  The fact sheet for land 
tax that is on the website includes a note explaining the different rates in Queensland.  That is available for the 
public and for journalists to see on the website of the Department of Treasury and Finance.  I commend that 
website to the member for Vasse.  These fact sheets were available to all journalists on budget day.  I do not 
accept any assertion that there has been a conspiracy to hide the truth from the public of Western Australia about 
the position in Queensland. 

[11.40 am] 

The CHAIRMAN:  I have three members on the call sheet and I understand that we might consider moving on 
after that. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  My question goes to the budget surplus, and perhaps even historical budget surpluses.  
Members can pick any point, but for the purpose of the exercise I refer to page 148 of the Budget Statements 
where service 2 deals with the preparation and publication of regular reports on the state’s finances.  Those 
reports and the surplus are presented under the accrual accounting system, as the Treasurer is aware.  In which 
year did the method change from the cash accounting system to the accrual accounting system? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That change occurred before we came to office.  I believe that it occurred for the budget of 
2000-01.  A very interesting explanatory booklet was published with those budget papers that backdated the 
accrual accounting system over the budgets that had been in existence from 1993 onwards and said what the 
result of those budgets would have been had the accrual accounting method been used. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Effectively, the Court Liberal government was operating under the cash system and the 
Labor government is operating under the accrual system. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  No.  In its last budget, the Court government had shifted to the accrual accounting system. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Sure, but in the main it was operating under the cash system.  When the rules of cash 
accounting are applied over the last six or seven Court budgets, were they deficit budgets or surplus budgets? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Court Government went to extraordinary lengths to try to prove that it had a surplus and 
it was outed on a number of occasions by commentators who said that it had a deficit.  I remember that on one 
occasion it did not use the headline figure that all governments use, which is the operating balance for the 
general government sector; it used the operating balance for the total public sector to try to show that it had a 
surplus.  We would have to go back to the budget papers of the Court government, for which I was not 
responsible, to determine whether it had a surplus on a cash accounting basis.  Arguably, the accrual basis is a 
more stringent and reliable measure of the government’s budget performance.  When I argue, as I do, that the 
previous Court government had five budget deficits out of eight budgets, I am applying the same accrual rule to 
its budgets as I apply to ours. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  That was not the system that existed then. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I use the information from a booklet that was published for one of the Court budgets, 
because the Court government provided that information.  It is amazing what the Department of Treasury and 
Finance can produce when the pressure is put on it by the forensic scrutiny of the member for Kalgoorlie, who 
has outshone the Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the pressure of his questioning.  The cash result in 1993-94 
for the general government sector was a deficit of $149 million; in 1994-95 there was a cash surplus of 
$148 million; in 1995-96 there was a cash surplus of $208 million; in 1996-97 there was a cash surplus of 
$93 million; in 1997-98 there was a cash deficit of $193 million; in 1998-99 there was a cash deficit of 
$19 million; in 1999-2000 there was a cash deficit of $382 million; in 2000-01 there was a cash deficit of 
$128 million.  I see five cash deficits out of eight budgets. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I refer to the state tax review, which funnily enough was handed down only yesterday.  In 
particular, I refer to Mr Ilbery’s comments as the chairman of the reference group committee. 
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The CHAIRMAN:  Will the member refer to the volume of the Budget Statements or whatever it is he is 
referring to. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I refer to page 152 of the Budget Statements regarding the Department of Treasury and 
Finance continuing - 

. . . to assist the Government in responding in a financially responsible manner to community priorities 
for taxation relief and reform identified in the Final Report of the State Tax Review. 

I draw the Treasurer’s attention to Mr Ilbery’s report when he described the Treasurer “quite simply as mean”, 
which I thought was a wonderful turn of phrase. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Perhaps the member would like to read out the full sentence. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It says “seen quite simply as mean”.  The full sentence states - 

The DTF’s indicative package is, in the context of Western Australia’s booming economy and 
particularly tax collections in excess of budgeted significant surpluses, seen quite simply as mean.   

M-E-A-N. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Where are the words “Eric Ripper” or “the Treasurer” in that sentence? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  This report is dated 11 April 2007.  Why did the Treasurer hang on to it until yesterday and 
not hand it down prior to the state budget?  How much did this entire state tax review process cost, including any 
fees paid to any member of the state tax review committee and the cost of providing research and other services 
to the state tax review committee by the Department of Treasury and Finance, the Office of State Revenue and 
all other government agencies? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I can provide a precise figure by way of supplementary information but I would say it cost 
less than $150 000.  The only fee applicable was the fee to Mr Ilbery as chair of the reference committee.  
Members of the reference committee provided their time on a voluntary basis.  Much of the work was done by 
the staff of the Department of Treasury and Finance.  We could attribute a staff time cost if the member wants us 
to. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I do. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Those people would have been working on the tax reform issues in any case because that is 
their job.  I will provide the member with the direct cash costs and indicate the number of staff in DTF that 
worked on the issue. 

[Supplementary Information No A44.] 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We have been through an unprecedented era of consultation on tax reform in Western 
Australia.  It is not usual for governments in this state, or indeed anywhere, to engage in consultation on tax 
reform and tax relief but we have now had four years of that process through the business tax review and the 
state tax review. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  It was a waste of time, money and effort. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We have rewritten all taxation legislation in this state, except for the Stamp Act of 1921, 
which will be rewritten as a result of this process and will be informed by the recommendations of the state tax 
review committee.  Some 46 separate measures have simplified and made fairer our tax system as a result of the 
business tax review, and a raft of measures will be implemented to improve the Stamp Act as a result of this tax 
review process.  I will give the member an example that might seem quite modest in the overall scheme of events 
but which is important to the people involved.  If someone’s marriage or de facto relationship breaks up, and 
pursuant to a Family Court order assets between the parties to that relationship are transferred, no stamp duty is 
payable.  However, if people do the right thing and transfer assets between them ahead of the Family Court order 
and a Family Court order validates those transfers, stamp duty is payable because the current law does not allow 
for the retrospective impact of one of those Family Court orders.  I get letters from people saying how unfair it 
is - “If only I’d known, I would have waited until the Family Court order”, or “I was doing the right thing; I was 
reaching a harmonious agreement with my former spouse”.  A lot of changes like that are going to take place.  
Not only will we have a rewrite of the Stamp Act, we will also have changes to payroll tax legislation.  We are 
going to harmonise our payroll tax legislation in eight key administrative areas with every other state, and there 
will be some modest changes to land tax; for example, it will benefit people who have a disability and who live 
in a house that is owned by a trust set up by their parents.  There is a lot of work still to be done but I think we 
have made significant advances as a result of the state tax review.  

[11.50 am] 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I refer to the third dot point on page 151, which deals with major water policy issues.  I 
refer also to the Treasurer’s media statement on 7 May, in which he announced increases in water charges and 
claimed that demand for water meant water charges for the average household would increase by 52c a week, or 
8.07 per cent.  Will the Treasurer advise how he arrived at the figure of 52c a week?  Does this increased charge 
include the water used in household sewerage systems and the proportionate increase in the fixed charge?  Is it 
the case that when the items referred to are included, the actual water charge for the average household will 
increase to approximately $1.30 a week rather than the 52c a week that the Treasurer claimed in his press 
release? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  As I recall, we indicated that the overall increase in the basket of household fees and charges 
would be 3.95 per cent, or $133 for a representative household.  We then took out a number of the increased 
charges as examples.  One of the examples was the increase in water charges - not sewerage or drainage.  We 
provided the information for the representative household on water consumption.  As I recall, water 
consumption, including the fixed charge for a representative household, goes up $27.30 and a weekly calculation 
has been made consequent to that.  Of course, sewerage and drainage charges also feature on the same bill, but 
we selected the water charges as an example of what we are doing and I think we coughed up the $133 overall 
impact, or 3.95 per cent, so I do not see that the member has any issue to pursue. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have a great issue; the Treasurer has misled people. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The estimates for the Economic Regulation Authority are due to be discussed next.  
Although not using precisely the recommendations of the ERA, we are basing our charges on its 
recommendations, so the member can ask questions directly of the chairman of the Economic Regulation 
Authority about water charging issues. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am asking the Treasurer whether his office was told that the figures did not include all 
elements of the water charges and that they included only drinking and garden water.  They did not include 
sewerage water or the fixed charge component.  I believe the Treasurer was told that, or was informed of that, 
and yet he still issued a press release that gave the impression to the people of Western Australia that they were 
facing only a 52c a week increase whereas it is a $1.30 a week increase.  Does the Treasurer not find that 
misleading, when he knew all the facts? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The budget papers include all our fees and charges increases.  They include an analysis of 
the impact on the representative household.  While I do not have the press release in front of me, I am sure we 
told people that the increase for the representative household across the basket of charges was 3.95 per cent.  We 
did not list every charge but we picked out a number of charges as an example of what was occurring.  We gave 
the water charges.  We did not give the sewerage and drainage charges. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is part of the household charge in relation to water.  The Treasurer knows that is the 
truth.  Why is he not honest with people? 

The CHAIRMAN:  Member for Hillarys!  I need to advise we have 35 minutes to go through five other 
divisions. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  We were guaranteed shorter answers after the break we had.  I asked this question last time.  
The Treasurer received the State Tax Review Reference Group committee chairman’s report on about 11 April 
2007 and released it publicly yesterday along with the DTF document entitled “State Tax Review”.  Why did the 
Treasurer not release these earlier?  Did he deliberately hold on to them until after the budget? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think we followed the same processes we followed with the business tax review, which 
was to release the documents shortly after the budget. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
 


