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Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — First Report — 
“The efficiency and timeliness of the current appointment process for Commissioners 

and Parliamentary Inspectors of the CCC” — Motion 

Resumed from 29 November 2017 on the following motion moved by Hon Jim Chown — 

That the report be noted. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: This is the first report to the house from the current Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission. It was carried over from the previous joint standing committee, which was 
chaired by Hon Nick Goiran in the last term of government. Due to the prorogation of Parliament, it fell to the 
floor but such was its importance, the committee felt that it needed to be re-presented. The report regards the 
appointment of the parliamentary inspector and the process that needs to be undergone to ensure that 
a parliamentary inspector is put in place in a timely manner. The parliamentary inspector’s role is absolutely 
essential regarding due process and as an independent authority or an umpire on how things are conducted, at 
a parliamentary level, through the crime and corruption committee and including the Corruption and Crime 
Commission. The government has reported back and I think its recommendations are more than acceptable to the 
committee and the house. Michael Murray, QC, the parliamentary inspector, has been reappointed and the 
government did reappoint him in a timely manner. This committee was late in being formed due to reasons that 
we are all aware of but the committee is very impressed with the role of the parliamentary inspector. 

One of the recommendations in the report is that the parliamentary inspector be given an assistant or deputy 
parliamentary inspector. At this stage, Mr Murray’s office is himself and a senior secretary. I do not think he has 
any other support. The work they do and the quality of the work that they undertake is excellent. Quite frankly, 
I do not know how they do it. The government has adopted a number of the recommendations that came out of the 
first report. Recommendation 1 states — 

The Attorney General prepare an amendment to the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 to allow 
for the appointment of a Deputy or Assistant Commissioner to assist the Commissioner in the day to day 
work of the Corruption and Crime Commission. 

In relation to that, the government will consider a proposal to amend the CCM act to allow for the appointment of 
a deputy or an assistant commissioner to assist the commissioner with the day-to-day role that he undertakes. 
Recommendation 2 states — 

The Attorney General prepare an amendment to sections 9(3a)(a) and 9(3b) of the Corruption, Crime and 
Misconduct Act 2003 to: 

1. remove the role of a nominating committee in the appointment process for Commissioners 
and Parliamentary Inspectors; and 

2. in lieu thereof, mandate that the Premier propose one name from a list of three people 
to the Committee for its bipartisan and majority support. 

The reason for that recommendation was to quicken up the process for the appointment of a new commissioner. It 
is quite a long process at times, and government is a busy place. The government will give that recommendation 
consideration regarding whether to amend the appointment process so as to remove the nominating committee and 
that a name be put forward for the Premier to nominate a future parliamentary inspector. 
It should be noted that a new government did come in. It was very busy and it did nominate and appoint 
a parliamentary inspector in the time allowed, so the committee was very happy with that. The current 
parliamentary inspector’s role expires in 2022. The process that was criticised in the first report was followed and 
it did not delay the appointment as such, which was a good outcome. 
Hon ALISON XAMON: I rise to make some comments on the first report of the Joint Standing Committee on 
the Corruption and Crime Commission as well. I wish to firstly place on the record my thanks to the previous joint 
standing committee for having put together the report that we are discussing today. As was mentioned by 
Hon Jim Chown, the reason this report is back in front of the fortieth Parliament is that it was felt the 
recommendations arising from it were important enough to require us to discuss them. I want to discuss some of 
the findings that arose because I have a different opinion on some of the matters. I would be particularly interested 
if any former members of that committee wish to respond; I would be really keen to hear from them. 
I will particularly draw members’ attention—probably unsurprisingly—to finding 2. Bearing in mind that this 
report is from the thirty-ninth Parliament’s incarnation of this committee, finding 2 states — 

The definition of ‘bipartisan support’ in the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 has not proved 
to be of concern to the current Committee. 
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I will say that I am not surprised because all four members of that committee would have been able to have input 
into the appointment of the parliamentary inspector. I am not remotely surprised to read that that finding was the 
case for the members of that committee. However, I am not sure that a similar finding would necessarily achieve 
consensus within the committee’s current incarnation. The reason for that is, of course, that it has been previously 
determined in advice that was tabled and discussed in this place that “bipartisan” involves only members of the 
Labor Party and the Liberal Party or, if a coalition is in place, the Liberal or the National Parties. That means that 
as a member of the Greens, and an equally elected member of Parliament in this place—just as much elected as 
every single other member—I am effectively a lesser member of this committee for the purposes of participating 
in bipartisan support to appoint a parliamentary inspector. As I have said previously, I think this area needs to be 
reviewed in the act because I think it is really critical that every single member of the appointed committee is able 
to fully participate in every single decision that comes before that committee. 
Hon Adele Farina: Are you saying that you could not participate in a decision of the appointment? 
Hon ALISON XAMON: I am happy to take that interjection from Hon Adele Farina. The way that the current 
legislation is constructed means that there is nothing that requires me to be excluded from the meeting room; 
discussions around the appointment of a parliamentary inspector are not a secret. But if I held a different view 
from the other three members of the committee, it would not be taken into account for the purposes of meeting 
bipartisan support. I think that is problematic. There is nothing precluding me from being in the room but, 
effectively, I could have an entirely different view and it would be of no regard—it is of no consequence. 
Having said that, I will say for the record that I am really happy with the appointment of the parliamentary 
inspector, of course being Michael Murray, QC. My observations are that he has done an excellent job. I want to 
make it very clear that in no way should my comments be misconstrued as any sort of slight on his performance, 
because I think he has been excellent and I have no doubt he will continue to be excellent in the role. I am talking 
about the process and I am responding to a particular finding of the previous committee. I have a different view 
and I think it is going to be very important in the future that we do ensure that every single member of the 
committee is able to participate on equal terms. I also think that when we do have a really important committee, 
such as the joint standing committee oversighting the Corruption and Crime Commission, playing the role that it 
does around integrity of government, there is absolute merit in having more than two of the seven political parties 
that are represented in this Parliament being able to sit on that committee because integrity of government should 
be absolutely everybody’s business. When we are talking about the appointment of people like parliamentary 
inspectors, it reinforces, if we like, the authority of the appointment if even more political parties are able to 
contribute towards the consensus of the particular appointment. My appointment to this committee was not without 
controversy because I am a member of the Greens. However, I believe I need to respond to that finding, because 
it has thrown important light on the construction of this committee and the role that every member of this 
committee should be able to play within the Parliament. 

I also want to make some comments about the general process of appointment. I note that the committee looked 
at the way in which parliamentary inspectors are appointed in other jurisdictions. I was particularly interested in 
the fact that in some jurisdictions, the final appointment is made not by the Premier, but by the Governor. That is 
very interesting and worthy of being looked at further. 

I would like to ensure that the activities of our corruption and crime bodies are, as far as possible, removed from 
the parliamentary process. That will be part of the broader discussion when we debate the piece of legislation that 
will come up shortly. It is important to ensure that there is no capacity for these bodies, which have been given 
particular powers, to be politicised in any way. I am not suggesting that this has happened in this instance. The 
current parliamentary inspector was appointed with bipartisan support, as is clear from the committee report. 
However, that reinforces the need to ensure that the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission plays a clear role in contributing to the appointment of the parliamentary inspector. That is a role that 
the committee should not lose. 

I note the suggestion that we change the current process in which the names of multiple candidates for appointment 
are presented. I am not sure I agree with that. It is useful for people to get an idea of the breadth of skills and 
background of the people who are considered for this critical role. It is useful that there has been an overall review 
of the current process for appointment. I also accept that the current process is fairly onerous. However, it is 
important that we break it down to some fundamental principles to ensure that the most appropriate people are 
appointed to these roles. 

I also note the recommendation to establish a deputy or assistant commissioner to assist the commissioner of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission in their day-to-day activities. That is a very good recommendation, particularly 
as the scope of the CCC continues to be expanded. It is a good idea to ensure that multiple eyes are overseeing 
what is happening internally in the CCC, and also to share the workload. The Attorney General said in the 
government’s response that he will consider the committee’s proposal to amend the Corruption, Crime and 
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Misconduct Act 2003 to enable the appointment of a deputy. I look forward to that. I am aware that we have been 
making piecemeal amendments to this act since its inception. I wonder when we will look at a wholesale review 
of the Corruption and Crime Commission and its structures and powers. We will shortly be dealing with the second 
report from the previous Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, “The ability of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission to charge and prosecute”. It is, therefore, timely for us to talk about a wholesale 
review of the act and about whether it is useful to have one Corruption and Crime Commission or whether we 
should have different bodies that can undertake different functions, as is starting to emerge in other states. 

Those are the general comments that I want to make on this report. I thank the members of the previous committee 
for their diligence in producing this report. I found it very interesting reading. Although I have reached some 
different conclusions based on my experiences in the short time I have been a member of this committee, 
I recognise that there is a lot in the recommendations that is worthy of further consideration. 

Hon PIERRE YANG: I want to make a small contribution to the debate on the first report of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. In my view, the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission has produced a comprehensive report on the ins and outs of the process of 
appointing commissioners and parliamentary inspectors of the Corruption and Crime Commission. I want to reflect 
on finding 1 of the report, which reads — 

Of the 22 appointments to the roles of Commissioner, Acting Commissioner, Parliamentary Inspector 
and Acting Parliamentary Inspector during the past 12 years, just three appointees have been women. 

It is fitting that we discuss this point, given that six days ago we celebrated International Women’s Day. This is 
not a reflection on the current commissioner and parliamentary inspector of the CCC. This is more a general 
observation about the appointees and the general situation that has prevailed in the CCC over the past 12 years. 
Australia now has a population of 25 million people. A great debate is taking place about immigration and whether 
we should make the population of Australia even larger. I am not advocating for either point. However, women 
comprise 50.2 per cent of our population and men comprise only 49.8 per cent. It does not take a rocket scientist 
to understand that three out of 22 is not 50.2 per cent. I understand the general situation. There is a gender 
imbalance in professions such as politics and law. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: And nursing and teaching. 

Hon PIERRE YANG: Sorry, member? 

Hon Martin Aldridge: And nursing and teaching. 

Hon PIERRE YANG: During my time at law school, there was a positive change. In some of my classes, there 
was an equal number of female students, and in some classes there were more female students than male students. 
I was told by my teachers and lecturers that in previous years, there had been fewer female students. I know that 
Hon Alison Xamon was a great law student in her time. 

Hon Alison Xamon interjected. 

Hon PIERRE YANG: Honours? I thought it was articles. I was not smart enough to be an honours student. 

Hon Peter Collier: Speak it and believe it, mate! 

Hon PIERRE YANG: Thank you, Hon Peter Collier! 

I know that we have unlimited chances to speak for 10 minutes, but I am sure honourable members want to get on 
with the other committee reports. 

I will continue with my point. I was told by my lecturer that there were fewer female students during the period 
preceding my uni days, and an increasing trend of more female law students at the University of Western Australia 
law school. I was very pleased to see an equal number of female students during my time at uni. However, when 
it comes to practising law, female practitioners face more challenges than their male colleagues. As a general 
practice in the community, when people establish families, generally one of the partners either takes some time off 
from work, works part time or has to leave the profession they love to look after their family. As we know, 
generally and predominantly the female takes the lead and carries the load in looking after her family. When it 
comes to the competing interests of making a contribution as a valuable member of their chosen profession and 
making a contribution to the community by looking after their families, a lot of women sacrifice their passion for 
their profession because they equally need to look after their families. It is important that the legal profession 
recognises that and provides more support to members of the profession who want to stay in practice. 

I fundamentally and categorically believe that all people are created equal. I said earlier that there are many smart 
men and women in the legal profession—far smarter than I am—who are equally qualified for high judicial office. 
I would like to see more female commissioners, acting commissioners, parliamentary inspectors and acting 
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parliamentary inspectors appointed in future. That would be a huge improvement for all of us. I thank the current 
and previous committees for highlighting this issue in their reports. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I would like to contribute to the consideration of the first report of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission on the efficiency and timeliness of the current appointment 
process for commissioners and parliamentary inspectors of the CCC. At the outset, I note that this is a postponed 
debate. What are my entitlements to speak? 

Hon Alison Xamon: Limitless. 

The CHAIR: I will break the good news, thank you! Member, we are operating under a temporary order that 
provides for unlimited grabs of 10 minutes. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Unlimited? Wonderful! 

The CHAIR: But do not feel under any obligation to use them all! 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I will try to use just one. 

This report by the current Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission outlines the 
findings and recommendations of the thirty-first report of the previous committee that was laid on the table on 
15 November 2016. I do not propose to go through the content of that report; while I was away on urgent 
parliamentary business, I think Hon Jim Chown did that and touched on the government’s response. 

I stand to remind members that at present the statute prescribes how a commissioner of the CCC, an acting 
commissioner of the CCC, a parliamentary inspector of the CCC and an acting parliamentary inspector of the CCC 
are appointed. That process sets out that the committee needs to comprise an equal number of members from each 
chamber; in any case, it needs a majority and bipartisan support of the committee so that those people can be 
appointed to those positions. It remains the case that for the first time in the history of this committee, one of its 
members is what I regrettably refer to as a second-class citizen—a second-class member. That is not the fault of 
that individual; it is the fault of the current government. The current government has allowed this situation to 
unfold in this term of Parliament. It has never happened before. It is regrettable that the Leader of the House is 
away on urgent parliamentary business. I can understand that the leader of the government is away on urgent 
parliamentary business. It has been a difficult week for the leader. She has lots of things to deal with and is away 
on urgent parliamentary business. It is a shame. As the Attorney General’s representative in this place and 
responsible for this situation and the running of the house, we find ourselves in the most regrettable situation. In 
accordance with schedule 1 of the standing orders — 

9.3 The Joint Standing Committee will consist of 4 Members, of whom — 

(a) 2 will be Members of the Assembly; and 

(b) 2 will be Members of the Council. 

Those numbers are prescribed by the standing orders, not the statute. That is fine. But it is the responsibility of the 
government to make sure that things transpire in a seamless fashion, and we do not have that at the moment. How 
can it be that one member from the Legislative Council, Hon Jim Chown, gets full powers, full rights and first-class 
citizenship on the committee, and the other member from the Council, Hon Alison Xamon, gets to be in economy 
class for these four years, thanks to this government, and not participate to the same level as Hon Jim Chown? 
Interestingly, both Legislative Assembly committee members happen to be from WA Labor and get the full 
privileges and rights of a member of the committee, but that is not so for Hon Alison Xamon. Whose fault is that? 
It is the fault of the Leader of the House and the government. 

In the meantime, nothing is happening. Why is nothing happening? Probably the Leader of the House is too busy 
at the moment fixing up the fiasco in the education portfolio, and when she has a moment to take a breath from 
the education fiasco, she is probably having to hose down the fires fired up by the Attorney General, who is making 
all kinds of outlandish remarks as to who is comforting murderers and the like. I feel for Hon Sue Ellery. Of course, 
every now and again she will also have to deal with the Auditor General, who is not always very happy with the 
performance of the Leader of the House, who sneakily makes sure that not all documents are provided when 
a member for South Metropolitan Region might ask questions. It is most regrettable that the Leader of the House 
has so much on her plate—education, fighting fires for the Attorney General, dealing with the Auditor General, 
negative reports, and now this fiasco with the Corruption and Crime Commission caused by the Leader of the 
House and her friends in the WA Labor Party who have created this class structure in Parliament. We have 
first-class members and second-class members. It is now March 2018 and I have raised this on several occasions 
over the last year. I note that the Labor Party recently had a massive party at Perth Convention Centre, as 
I understand it, to celebrate its one-year anniversary. I wonder whether Hon Alison Xamon, as a second-class 
member, was invited to that function. 
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Hon Alison Xamon: I wasn’t. 

Hon Samantha Rowe interjected. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I think Hon Samantha Rowe is now understanding the issue. Hon Alison Xamon is not 
from the Labor Party; that is exactly right, unlike her two colleagues in the Assembly who are members of the 
Labor Party and have first-class rights on the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
But this member of the Greens does not have that, and who caused that? It was the Leader of the House, the WA 
Labor Party, the government. I do not think Labor members care, because I have raised this repeatedly in this 
house but nothing has changed. When we were sitting in December, this problem was known by the government, 
and I would like to know what this government was doing during December, January and February. Apart from 
planning for its big party at the convention centre, has it been doing anything else during this time? We know that 
the government is certainly not ready — 

Several members interjected. 

The CHAIR: Order! Hon Nick Goiran is addressing the question that the report be noted. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Mr Chairman. We certainly do know that the government is not ready to 
proclaim the so-called no body, no parole legislation. The government was definitely ready for the big party at the 
convention centre but it is not ready for this; meanwhile it has known, since at least December—in fact, well before 
then—that there is a fiasco on the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission and it has 
done nothing. 

Hon Alison Xamon: Since June. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It has known since June last year, so it has had even another six months. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is not the problem with the member being on the committee; it is the problem with the 
government doing nothing about her second-class status on the committee because it is too busy fighting fires 
created by the Attorney General. It is too busy preparing for more parties at the convention centre. The 
government’s attitude is very disappointing. It is busy slashing the education budget and causing all kinds of 
mayhem for people in — 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Cleaning up your mess. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: That was a good interjection. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: We have just had a very silly interjection from the member opposite, and its most senior 
member here actually thinks it is a good interjection. That tells us all we need to know about WA Labor at the 
moment. 

The CHAIR: If members wish to contribute, we are looking at the first report of the Joint Standing Committee on 
the Corruption and Crime Commission, which covers a range of matters about the efficiency and timeliness of the 
current appointment process of commissioners and Parliamentary Inspectors of the Corruption and Crime 
Commission. I think people have been addressing that, no matter how obliquely. I think the system is working 
well when you can have multiple bites. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: Obviously, I have already risen in this session to speak about finding 2, but I want to 
make something very clear. As I have said already, I am really pleased that I am on the Joint Standing Committee 
on the Corruption and Crime Commission. I think it is a better committee if there are more than two political 
parties on it, so I think a diversity of parties on that committee is particularly good. Of course, the concerns that 
have been raised are exactly what I have been saying; that is, it is problematic when not every single member of 
the committee has the full equal rights and responsibilities that come with being on the committee. I think the issue 
is around addressing the part of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act that refers to bipartisan support. 
Probably a better way to go, without wishing to get into wordsmithing legislation while I am standing on my feet, 
would be to talk about “unanimous support” on the committee. That is what was intended by the use of 
“bipartisan support” when it was envisaged that this committee would comprise two people from the Labor Party 
and two people from the Liberal Party. As I say, we have moved on from that, and that is good because the 
Parliament has changed significantly and more parties are being elected to this place and, as a result, our committee 
system should reflect that diversity. But the issue is that this provision applies only when we are talking about the 
appointment of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission. As I said in my previous 
contribution, it is useful for the committee to play a role in contributing towards ensuring that there is agreement 
about who is best placed to undertake this very important role. The way we resolve the issue of a “second-class 
member”—I concur with Hon Nick Goiran, that that is effectively what has happened in this instance in relation 
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to this role of the committee—is perhaps to look at a simple amendment to the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct 
Act to allow every member of that committee to contribute towards the consensus of who the parliamentary 
inspector is. As I say, I am not suggesting that had I been able to formally participate in those proceedings, I would 
have reached any different conclusion whatsoever from what the majority of my colleagues clearly put forward—
I can say that because it would not have proceeded otherwise—but I think it is an oversight and the time has come 
for it to be rectified. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I would like to make two comments on this report. The first one is on the government’s 
response. I think Hon Jim Chown was very gracious in his acknowledgement of the government response and his 
indication of happiness with it. I note that normally when a government responds to recommendations in a report, 
it gives an indication of whether the government supports or does not support the specific recommendations. In 
this case, I will quote the Attorney General’s letter — 

In relation to recommendation 1, the Government will consider a proposal to amend the CCM Act to 
allow for the appointment of Deputy or Assistant Commissioners to assist the Commissioners with the 
day-to-day work of the Commission. 

It is great that the Attorney General acknowledged that that issue needs to be considered but we have no time 
frame for that consideration and we do not know whether the government agrees or disagrees with the position. 
The same applies to recommendation 2. I appreciate that we are a new government and the Attorney General needs 
to take time to consult on this issue and satisfy himself before proceeding with any amendment to legislation. But 
I might just put it out there that the normal procedure to date is for the government of the day to indicate whether 
it agrees to a recommendation made by a committee so that we can consider it as a Parliament. We do not get that 
flavour from the response we have received from the Attorney General, although I acknowledge that with the 
change of government, this will happen and it is more than reasonable for the Attorney General to want to take 
time to consult on this issue. But it would have been good if we had some sort of time frame. Maybe the committee 
might need to come back and look at this again at some future time. 

In relation to this provision in the legislation that has been the focus, and recommendation 2 of the committee of 
the thirty-ninth Parliament’s report, I might just read out section 189(2), the relevant provision of the act, which 
states — 

Except in the case of the first appointment, the Premier is to recommend the appointment of a person — 
(a) whose name is on a list of 3 persons eligible for appointment that is submitted to the Premier by 

the nominating committee; and 
(b) who, if there is a Standing Committee, has the support of the majority of the Standing Committee 

and bipartisan support. 
I want to try to clarify this issue about Hon Alison Xamon being a second-class member. If I were on the committee 
in place of Hon Alison Xamon and I disagreed with the proposed appointment, expressed that view and voted 
against it, I would be one member of a four-member committee voting against it. Yet the provisions of the 
legislation would have been complied with because the appointment would still have the majority support of the 
committee and bipartisan support because members of both the Liberal Party and the Labor Party from the lower 
house are on the committee. I think we need not to blow this out of proportion. I appreciate that Hon Alison Xamon 
wants that to be changed and her reasons for that, but I think it is wrong to say that she is a second-class member 
of the committee because the provisions of the legislation clearly state that the majority opinion of the committee 
is needed. It could well be the case that a member might be an opposition member who has a different point of 
view from their opposition colleague on the committee, but if three members out of four agree to the appointment, 
the provisions of the legislation are met, provided that at least one of the three is a member of the government and 
one of those three is a member of the opposition. 
Hon Alison Xamon: Yet, as it is currently written, my opinion will never be of effect. That is a fact. 
Hon ADELE FARINA: No. It is considered in the majority view of the committee. It raises some interesting 
issues in that if two members of the committee were not members of the government or the opposition and the 
majority decision of that committee was needed and the two of them did not agree, it would create a few problems. 
I think some dynamics need to be examined in the longer term, but at the end of the day a majority decision is 
required and that was provided on this occasion and on previous occasions. 
This provision in the act is curious because the members of the government on the committee pretty much know 
what the Premier of the day wants because the Premier of the day makes a recommendation to the committee. The 
members of the opposition on the committee do not necessarily know what the opposition’s position is on that 
appointment and do not have the capacity to consult with the Leader of the Opposition on the appointment unless 
the committee grants them the authority to do that. Because it is a confidential process and the appointment of 
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a very senior position, there are questions about whether that would be appropriate. A whole lot of issues come 
into play when we look at the process that has been set out. It is less than perfect. Although I accept 
Hon Alison Xamon’s concerns about the bipartisan aspect of that provision, having been an opposition member 
on the committee when appointments were made, I can assure the member that although I was very clear about 
the government’s view on something because the Premier had made the recommendation, the fact that I did not 
have the opportunity to consult with my party or even the Leader of the Opposition left me in a position in which 
I was making a decision as if I were an independent person, not in a bipartisan position because I did not know 
what the position of the party was. I do not think the outcome is any different. By and large, at least two members 
on the committee were making decisions based on their assessment of the person and their skills and experience 
because we were not in a position to consult with anyone other than each other about the appointment. This process 
has some issues. 
I refer to Hon Alison Xamon’s earlier comment about the list of three people and her concern that she thought it 
was important to maintain that. I tried to review the previous committee’s report to make sure that I do not say 
anything that I should not say, but I could not download it so I have not had a chance to re-read it. I am sure my 
former chairman will raise an eyebrow or something if I go too far. I think the issue was that in the past there have 
been instances when the committee has not been able to get three nominations that the nominating committee 
considered to be of a standard to put forward. That created a problem and delayed the process while it searched 
for three people who met the criteria to the satisfaction of the nominating committee to be put forward. There may 
have been instances in which people who were not really being considered were put on a list in order to provide 
a list of three. That is the issue that I think the committee was considering when it said that that requirement is 
a tough requirement in the circumstances. 
I might also add that the legislation sets out very clearly the requirements for consideration of people for those 
positions of Corruption and Crime Commissioner, possibly deputy commissioner into the future, and 
Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission. There seems to be a situation in which perhaps 
a higher threshold has been applied and that has created some of the problems that have been encountered to date. 
I think it is important, if we are going to review this process, to look at the whole process and get a very clear 
understanding of the process. It is good to hear that on this occasion there were not any delays in the appointment 
of the parliamentary inspector, but it was a reappointment of an existing person, which meant that the committee 
did not have to go through the process of finding three people to nominate to present to the Premier and then for 
the Premier to consider, which allowed for the efficiency because the committee was not going through that 
whole process. 

The CHAIR: I give the call again to Hon Adele Farina. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Thank you; I have just about finished. 

I think it is good to recognise that the process has worked in this instance and there have been other instances in 
the past when it has worked, but if members have a look at the previous Parliament’s committee report on this 
issue, they will see that there were some extraordinary delays in various instances, which are unacceptable, 
particularly if a lot of pressure is being put on other people to do that work. It is an unreasonable pressure. We 
need a system that will turn around a lot faster. I think the committee made the best recommendations it could 
within the constraints that it had. However, if we are going to do a review of the act, we need to review the whole 
process and not just look at the word “bipartisan”. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: We are still considering the report titled “The efficiency and timeliness of the current 
appointment process for Commissioners and Parliamentary Inspectors of the CCC”. As part of that process we 
are considering the various findings and recommendations. We have just had a very good contribution by 
Hon Adele Farina. The problem is that I doubt the government is listening to that contribution. Unfortunately, 
the comments that she has made are very valid. Indeed, she has raised something that I had not considered 
previously—that is, the difficulty placed upon a member of the committee who is a member of the opposition. 
I had the opportunity to serve on the committee for eight years but in those eight years, of course, I was 
a member in support of the government. I have never had the experience that Hon Adele Farina has had. 
I respect what she has to say and I think that the government needs to take that into account and recognise that 
although it might be very happy with the cosy arrangement that exists at the moment, in which it has two 
members on the committee, no other party in the Parliament has two members on the committee. The committee 
has two members from the other place—both from the Australian Labor Party. The government might be quite 
happy with that arrangement, but in politics, parties do not always stay on that side of the chamber. Although 
the government might be quite happy with the current cosy arrangement that it has made for itself, it needs to 
remember that while it has at its disposal the power to change some of these things, it may be in its best interests, 
particularly in three years when it might not be having a big party at the Perth Convention and Exhibition Centre 
as it did recently.  
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Government members may find that they will have missed the opportunity because they have not listened to 
Hon Adele Farina, and they will be the worse for it. Meanwhile, the Leader of the House, as the representative of 
the Attorney General, will need to tell us what she and her government, in the next three years, will do about this 
fiasco that they have created. 

Earlier, I referred to the standing orders and the creation of the committee, but now I take members to section 216A 
of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003, which defines the standing committee and creates the statutory 
imperative on the part of the Parliament to create this standing committee. Section 216A(1) states — 

The Houses of Parliament are to establish a joint standing committee comprising an equal number of 
members appointed by each House. 

That is what I was referring to in my last contribution. Section 216A(2) then states — 

The functions and powers of the Standing Committee are determined by agreement between the Houses 
and are not justiciable. 

I referred earlier to clause 9 of schedule 1 of the standing orders, which states — 

9.1 A Joint Corruption and Crime Commission Committee is established. 

That is the clause that sets out that there will be two members from each chamber. Members will see the difference 
there. The act states that there must be an equal number from each house, but the standing orders state that there 
are to be two members from each house. The problem still remains—this is the one part on which I do not 
necessarily agree with Hon Adele Farina—and I remain convinced that Hon Alison Xamon, due to the decisions 
of this government, remains a second-class member. I say so for this reason—Hon Adele Farina gave us one 
example; I will give a different one—that it may be the case that for an appointment of one of the various positions 
under the act, Hon Jim Chown, who is the one Liberal Party member from the opposition on the committee, does 
not agree to the appointment of a particular person. As soon as he says no, that brings the whole process to an end. 
One person has the power of veto, yet it makes no difference what another member may have to say on the 
whole matter. 

Again, this situation has been created by the Leader of the House and her friends in the Australian Labor Party 
because they have been busy fighting fires and having wonderful times at the convention centre. They created this 
problem and they have known about it since June last year. Here we are in March 2018 and nothing is happening. 
The Leader of the House is away on urgent parliamentary business, but when are we going to get an answer? Who 
is going to take responsibility and fix this problem that they have created? Every time one of these reports comes 
up for debate or discussion, we could keep having the same discussion. I would be quite happy to do that. 
Apparently, we have unlimited times of 10 minutes under the standing orders now, so every Wednesday at 
three o’clock, or thereabouts, depending on how long people take on formal business, we can have a debate for an 
hour, while we wait for the Leader of the House or someone from the government to let us know what they are 
going to do about the mess that they have created. That is what we could do. We could just keep doing that. We 
could stay on this report indefinitely. I wonder whether there is a provision that determines that we need to move 
on after a period of time. 

The CHAIR: Yes. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Will that be after one hour? Will it fall to the bottom of the list until the next week? 

Hon Adele Farina: No, until it moves its way up the list again. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: What could happen next week is that we could start talking about the second report of the 
Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission and it may be necessary for us to discuss the 
composition of that committee and the report-making powers. What an absolute joke that would be and it would 
be against the spirit of what we are trying to achieve here on Wednesday afternoons. If that happens, it will be the 
fault of the Leader of the House and the government, because as usual they have not been bothered to fix the 
problem that they have created. In actual fact, it is probably not that they cannot be bothered, it is because they are 
fighting other fires. I do not think the government has the humility to recognise, firstly, that this is a problem and, 
secondly, that it needs to be fixed. What will end up happening for the next three years is that every time we debate 
one of these reports, I will definitely raise this matter. Members can be sure of that. 

Hon Adele Farina: You have made that clear. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I think that is certain. Knowing Hon Alison Xamon, I dare say she will have a few more 
bites at this topic from time to time. Maybe one day someone from the government will wake up and listen to the 
intelligent contributions of Hon Adele Farina and start to fix these things. When the government starts to provide 
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a response to these reports, maybe it will provide some time lines. That might actually indicate whether the 
government agrees or disagrees. 

The CHAIR: Members, I am reminded that the last sitting week in which we considered committee reports is 
a very, very long time ago. We did start consideration of this report then. That is why debate has been for slightly 
less than the hour today, which has caused the hour to now conclude. Consideration of that report now stands 
adjourned and will fall to the bottom of our committee reports list. 

Consideration of report postponed, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


	Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — First Report —“The efficiency and timeliness of the current appointment process for Commissionersand Parliamentary Inspectors of the CCC” — Motion

