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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 
Ninth Report — “The CCC’s interaction with the State’s Integrity Coordinating Group” — Tabling 

MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [10.08 am]: I present for tabling the ninth report of the Joint Standing Committee 
on the Corruption and Crime Commission titled “The CCC’s interaction with the State’s Integrity Coordinating 
Group”. 

[See paper 1402.] 

Mr P.B. WATSON: As I am only new to the committee, I will read the chairman’s foreword. It states — 

The Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 provides a key function of the Joint Standing 
Committee the Corruption and Crime Commission … to be the monitoring and reporting to Parliament 
on the functioning of the Corruption and Crime Commission … 

This inquiry into the CCC’s interaction with the Integrity Coordinating Group … was spurred by two 
factors. Firstly, the Joint Standing Committee learnt from the CCC Commissioner, Mr Roger Macknay 
QC, in August 2013 that the Auditor General had not informed the Commissioner of the nature of an 
inquiry that led to his seventh report in June 2013 (titled Fraud Prevention and Detection in the Public 
Sector) before undertaking it. The Committee considered that this was unusual given the participation 
of both agency heads in regular ICG meetings. 

Secondly, at around this same time committee members noted the issues raised by the Chief Justice, 
Hon Wayne Martin AC QC, in his Whitmore Lecture on 1 August 2013, Forewarned and Four-Armed 
— Administrative Law Values and the Fourth Arm of Government.  

The Chief Justice raised concerns about a ‘fourth arm’ of government composed of integrity agencies, 
such as the CCC, and whether they remained fully accountable to Parliament for their actions. The Joint 
Standing Committee resolved to undertake this Inquiry on 14 August 2013. 

The ICG was established in January 2005 by the four principal Western Australian integrity monitoring 
agencies. The ICG membership included the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative 
Investigations (Ombudsman), the then-Office of the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards 
(OPSSC), the Corruption and Crime Commission (CCC), and the Office of the Auditor General (OAG). 
The ICG model was similar to Queensland’s Integrity Committee but this model was not used by other 
Australian jurisdictions. 

The ICG was not established by legislation and thus has no statutory powers or status of its own. The 
ICG is managed by the respective agency heads who are independent statutory officers reporting 
directly to Parliament. The group established to allow member agencies to share information about their 
activities and undertake joint research and other initiatives, and ensure a consistent approach to 
communication and education on corruption issues. 

This inquiry continues the Joint Standing Committee’s review of the CCC’s interaction with the ICG 
that occurred in the previous two Parliaments. The JSCCCC held a hearing with all ICG members in the 
37th Parliament. In its report to Parliament on 29 March 2007, the then-Chair of the Committee said that 
the hearing followed an interest from August 2002 by the Joint Standing Committee on the Anti-
Corruption Commission to conduct an inquiry into integrity within the State’s Public Sector. In the 38th 
Parliament, the JSCCCC held another hearing with all ICG members. On that occasion, the Committee 
did not table a report in Parliament but rather resolved to publish the hearing’s transcript on its web site. 

Chief Justice Martin’s 2013 Whitmore Lecture raised concerns about integrity agencies such as the 
CCC combining together as a ‘fourth arm of government’. Former NSW Chief Justice Spigelman in a 
2004 paper claimed that ‘integrity’ is now a universal governmental function in modern democracies 
and equivalent in significance to the legislative, executive or judicial branches. However, the review in 
2013 by former High Court Justice Ian Callinan AC and Professor Nicholas Aroney of Queensland’s 
Crime and Misconduct Act 2001 was highly critical of the proliferation of integrity agencies and 
labelled them an integrity ‘industry’ or ‘regime’. 

The JSCCCC wrote to the anti-corruption organisations in other Australian jurisdictions seeking a 
submission to its Inquiry as to what model they used in establishing their relationships with similar 
agencies within their jurisdiction. In Tasmania, the CEO of the Integrity Commission, the Auditor-
General, the Ombudsman, the Anti-Discrimination Commissioner and the Commissioner for Children 
meet informally every quarter to discuss issues of mutual interest. In Victoria, a high-level Integrity 
Consultative Committee (ICC) was recently established to facilitate information sharing and 
coordination between the heads of agencies in the Victorian integrity system. It first met in October 
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2013 and includes the Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission (IBAC) Commissioner. 
IBAC also participates in the Prevention and Education Advisory Group (PEAG) which was established 
in August 2013. It meets on a quarterly basis to share information on prevention and education activities 
and to identify opportunities for collaboration. 

Queensland’s coordination for its integrity agencies is similar to the ICG. The Crime and Misconduct 
Commission (CMC) has participated in Queensland’s Integrity Committee (IC) since 2001. The IC 
meets three to four times a year to discuss a wide range of ethical and integrity issues. The CMC's 
Director of Integrity Services is a representative on the Queensland Public Sector Ethics Network 
(QPSEN). 
The CCC Commissioner, Mr Roger Macknay QC, outlined to the Committee that there were two formal 
meetings involving the ICG agencies every quarter. The first involved staff at a directorate level. The 
CCC is represented at this meeting by its Director of Corruption Prevention, Mr Roger Watson. The 
following month there is a meeting of the heads of the ICG agencies together with the staff who had 
attended the earlier working group meeting. The main costs to the CCC in its involvement with the ICG 
are the staff costs associated with attending these meetings every three months. This involvement totals 
about 14.5 staff hours per quarter. 

The Commissioner said that he continued to attend ICG meetings as his predecessors had and he argued 
there was a legislative requirement within section 18 of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 
2003 that supported the involvement of the CCC within the ICG. He agreed with the Chief Justice that 
the State’s integrity agencies should remain within the executive branch of government and be subject 
to the scrutiny of Parliament and to laws passed by the Parliament and enforced by the courts. 

Mr Macknay submitted to the Committee that if the “fourth arm of government is spoken about ... I 
make no comment in relation to that other than to say that is not an expression that I have used, I think, 
or would be likely to use.” 
During his hearing with the Committee, the Commissioner agreed with my assessment that the greatest 
overlap of the work of the CCC is with the Auditor General. The Commissioner confirmed, however, 
that he had yet to have a separate meeting, or arrange regular meetings, between him and the Auditor 
General. He also agreed with a suggestion from the Committee that such an arrangement would be 
‘useful’ and might have alleviated the situation with regard to the Auditor General’s report Fraud 
Prevention and Detection in the Public Sector, where there was no formal invitation to the CCC to 
provide a submission. 

The other agency with which the CCC has some overlap is with the Ombudsman. The CCC 
Commissioner agreed that the Ombudsman received similar complaints to the Commission and that a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the CCC and the Ombudsman had been completed 
within two months of the CCC commencing operations in 2004. The MOU with the Ombudsman is the 
only one that the CCC has developed and it has not been reviewed since 2004. The Commissioner 
agreed to review it if the Committee recommended it do so. The Committee has made this one of its 
three recommendations to the CCC. 

The Committee raised the risk posed by a possible conflict of interest as a consequence of the 
relationship the CCC had with the ICG agencies, and the possible diminution of the CCC’s ability to 
oversight them. The CCC Commissioner said that this risk was minimised because “we are the subject 
of a great deal of oversight. It is hard to imagine a body that has more oversight than us.” Specifically, 
Mr Macknay highlighted that the current two Parliamentary Inspectors had been senior Appeal Court 
judges. 

Commissioner Macknay’s view of his involvement within the ICG framework was that it is quite a 
‘mild activity’ that allowed him to get to know all the other agency heads. The Committee has not 
received any evidence that has shown there is a tangible benefit to the CCC’s formal involvement 
within the ICG, or the time given over to it by the Commissioner and his senior staff. The Committee 
considers that the Commissioner should evaluate whether it would be more effective for the CCC to 
have stand-alone meetings with relevant ICG members, such as the Ombudsman and the Auditor 
General, as required. 

I would like to acknowledge the work on this report by my Committee colleagues: the Deputy 
Chairmen, Mr Paul Papalia CSC MLA, Member for Warnbro, (who resigned from the Committee on 
7 February 2014) and Mr Peter Watson MLA, Member for Albany, (who joined the Committee on 
11 February 2014), the Member for Churchlands, Mr Sean L’Estrange MLA, and the Member for the 
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South West Region, Hon Adele Farina MLC. Finally, I wish to thank the Committee’s Secretariat, Dr 
David Worth and Ms Jovita Hogan, for their efforts in completing this Inquiry.  

MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [10.19 am]: I rise to also speak about the ninth report of the Joint 
Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission titled “The CCC’s interaction with the State’s 
Integrity Coordinating Group”. I will reiterate some of the points made by the deputy chair, the member for 
Albany. The first key point is that the Integrity Coordinating Group is not established by legislation; it is 
basically a liaison function of the members of the Integrity Coordinating Group. That tells us it is more of a 
liaison function because these groups try to share information. Chief Justice Martin’s concerns about the 
emergence of a fourth arm of government are worth reflecting on. He has highlighted the fact that integrity 
agencies have a purpose that is articulated in legislation by which they report to Parliament. It raises the question 
of why these groups need to form a group at all, be it for a liaison purpose or for sharing information, when they 
have very clear mandates under legislation. 

The Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission has been very interested in the 
practicalities of this Integrity Coordinating Group and the involvement of the Corruption and Crime Commission 
in it. The types of things that the committee has looked at has included things such as: What are the costs to the 
public purse? How much money is being expended by the CCC in being a member of this Integrity Coordinating 
Group? Is that money being well spent or is it providing some value to the taxpayer? 

The second key point is whether there is any conflict of interest in having the CCC involved in the Integrity 
Coordinating Group when it may be listening to information or sharing information with other integrity agencies. 
Thirdly, is there any real capacity to share information between these groups, particularly given the sensitivities 
of the information that is often being investigated by the CCC and the restrictions placed on the sharing of that 
information?  

I suppose the final point, which the member for Albany raised as the deputy chair of the committee, is very 
valid; that is, the committee has not received any evidence to show that there is a tangible benefit to the CCC’s 
formal involvement in the ICG or the time given over to it by the Corruption and Crime Commissioner and his 
senior staff. The committee considers that the commissioner should evaluate whether it would be more effective 
for the CCC to have stand-alone meetings with relevant ICG members such as the Ombudsman and the 
Auditor General as required. 
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