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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE ANTI-CORRUPTION COMMISSION 
Annual Report 2001-02 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [10.20 am]:  I present for tabling the 2001-02 Annual Report of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Anti-Corruption Commission.  Having presented the official report of that committee, I now 
comment on what is not in the current format of our annual report and on matters of which this Parliament 
should have knowledge and oversight.  The joint standing committee has undertaken to present a series of five 
reports in the form of discussion papers.  Today I will make some proposals to stimulate open discussion on 
what parliamentarians and the community want from an anti-corruption body.  As politicians, we must show 
political leadership in the fight against corruption.  The glaring failure in anti-corruption efforts in Western 
Australia has been in the area of transparency.  People called before the ACC are left with no doubt that they 
cannot discuss an issue under investigation with anyone; yet at some mysterious point the veil of secrecy is 
removed, which somehow allows the Chairman or the Chief Executive Officer of the ACC to comment on 
activities, witnesses to speak, some media to report on some issues and letters between the ACC and the Premier 
to be published while those falsely accused do not know what is really happening.  Recently, the ridiculous 
situation arose in which the Lord Mayor of the City of Perth said that he could not speak on an ACC matter, the 
ACC chairman said that the Lord Mayor could speak and, in the wash up, the original complainant, who was not 
being investigated by the ACC, became the target of repeated false accusations.  

The sub-text in this process is that a whistleblower lacks protection, support and value.  When uncertainty exists 
on how the system works, the guilty and the innocent work that system to their advantage.  Whether justice 
occurs becomes a secondary concern.  What could be more ludicrous than the media and others alluding to the 
Anti-Corruption Commission as an “investigative body”.  I feel uneasy that the Anti-Corruption Commission 
Act 1988, which established the Anti-Corruption Commission, lacks provision for clarity of reporting and 
accountability measures on the ACC.  It is also unfair on the ACC, which could be accused of hiding something 
when the Parliament’s original legislation encourages sloppy ACC accountability and lack of transparency.  
Without the position of a parliamentary inspector similar to the position established in Queensland and New 
South Wales, we have no real ability to focus oversight.  The ACC presents an annual report to the Premier to 
table in Parliament.  We are yet to see the 2001-02 report.  It presents an annual report to the Attorney General 
under the Surveillance Devices Act.  The 2001-02 report was tabled this week.  It also presents an annual report 
to the Attorney General under the Telecommunications (Interception) Act.  The 2001-02 report was tabled this 
week with financial statements, although last year’s report contained no financial statements.  Today, the Joint 
Standing Committee on the ACC has tabled its annual report.  

Due to the secrecy provisions of the parliamentary committee and the ACC Act, I cannot talk to the Premier or 
the Attorney General about certain information that the ACC presents to the committee in quarterly reports.  
That is ludicrous.  It is the stuff of secret squirrel societies and of Maxwell Smart and the “cone of silence”.  As 
occurs in other States, we need to amend our legislation so that all oversight obligations are channelled through a 
parliamentary inspector and the parliamentary standing committee.   

Section 213 of the Queensland Act enables its anti-corruption commission staff to be interviewed fully by the 
parliamentary committee.  The ACC’s annual report, pursuant to the Telecommunications (Interception) Act, 
reveals “total use of resources” of $1.418 million on just 12 new phone taps and four continuations.  How many 
arrests were made?  One.  A financial line item of total expenditure in connection with part VI warrants 
$527 338.  I can only assume that this is part of the total, not additional expenditure.  I want to be able to 
investigate this further.  I cannot cross-reference it with this year’s annual report to the Premier because we have 
not received it.  The format of last year’s annual report does not allow me to undertake any cross-referencing.  If 
all these reports were filtered through the one parliamentary committee, all this associated data could be 
presented and challenged in a meaningful way.  The community has a right to know if it is getting value for 
money.  The community has a right to compare whether Queenslanders, with a budget just 25 per cent greater 
than ours, and an amended 2001 Act, are getting more value for their anti-corruption dollar.  Queensland has a 
larger population, has conducted an extensive education campaign throughout the public sector, does in-depth 
research on criminology issues and undertakes agency and community education as well as its surveillance and 
operative work.  The most important figure to come out of the Queensland Crime and Misconduct Commission 
annual report is that hundreds of police have voluntarily reported misconduct or corrupt activities among police 
in Queensland.  Honest police there feel comfortable going to their anti-corruption body and reporting corruption 
and misconduct.  They know they will receive whistleblower protection, encouragement and support.  

I want to be able to report to this Parliament accurate, contestable figures to benchmark our ACC.  This must be 
one of the most important benchmarks by which to assess an ACC body.  Are police willingly reporting 
corruption among their own?  The comparable figure in Western Australia causes me grave concern.  The ACC 
has provided us with the information that less than a handful of police report misconduct or corruption among 
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our police.  Despite the limitations under existing legislation, I want to ensure that we can provide true figures 
and other comparisons in the five forthcoming papers.  The joint standing committee recently received 
information from the ACC that only a handful of police report to the ACC.  We have now heard in the Royal 
Commission Into Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or Criminal Conduct by Western Australian Police 
Officers that complaints made by junior police against senior police did not result in prosecutions through the 
ACC channel.  We need to be able to cross-reference all this information so that we can determine a true 
indication of what is happening in the Police Service, whether attempts are being made to reveal corruption and 
whether integrity is being promoted in the Western Australia Police Service. 

It is undeniable that police in Western Australia do not feel comfortable in coming forward to the Anti-
Corruption Commission.  The committee has heard the ACC’s version of why this is so.  It also heard the Police 
Union’s version.  I am not able to report the reasons here verbatim.  It is only because those views have been 
reported in the media that the community has an inkling of what are the real issues.  I welcome the 
announcement by the royal commission that it will make a recommendation on the ACC and an anti-corruption 
body in this State.  This standing committee is a creature of the Parliament rather than the Executive.  The royal 
commission is a product of the Executive.  Our separate recommendations should add to the important debate to 
be held, which will hopefully result in new legislation.  Queensland, New South Wales and other States are 
moving towards an atmosphere of integrity in which managers in government agencies have to take ownership 
of complaints and deal with ethics.  We must build the capacity of the Police Service to prevent corruption rather 
than create a body that will merely catch bent police.  Responsibility for building integrity must be shared by 
agencies and the Police Service.  It must be supported by all political leaders. 

Unlike in Queensland, where the Premier selects the commissioners with vetting by the bipartisan parliamentary 
committee, Western Australia’s legislation involves the Chief Justice and others in the commissioners’ selection.  
Political responsibility and transparency is vital in facilitating an anti-corruption watchdog that enjoys the 
support of the community and the police.  I pay credit to the media in Western Australia for informing the 
community, and often parliamentarians, of the activities the ACC is undertaking.  I appreciate that the media 
often skates close to the limits of what some people legally believe they can report in relation to the ACC.  I pay 
credit to Chairman O’Connor for often being more frank and informative to the media and the committee than 
our flawed legislation requires.   

The committee will present five discussion papers before August next year.  The first is a review of the Anti-
Corruption Commission Act 1988.  The committee has determined to bring down the reports in a staged manner.  
The first report will be presented by December.  The second discussion paper is a review of the regulatory 
agencies.  We need coordination and synchronisation to case manage people’s complaints against “the system” 
rather than shuffling people from one body to another, through electorate offices, to the Premier, and so on.  The 
third discussion paper is on ethics education in the public sector.  It is a fair comment to make that government is 
often very bad at rewarding good, ethical behaviour.  Government does not concentrate enough on positive 
reinforcement.  The fourth discussion paper is on the integration of oversight agencies.  The fifth is concerned 
with the role of the parliamentary committee. 

I pay credit to our chairman, Hon Derrick Tomlinson, for his corporate knowledge of anti-corruption measures in 
this State and for speaking out and giving the media and the community some transparency.  I also thank the 
other committee members, including the member for Churchlands, Hon Graham Giffard, Hon Barbara Scott, 
Hon Sue Ellery and the members for Kingsley and Swan Hills for their dedication, insight and open debate.  I 
also thank the hard working research staff, Dr Ray Wills and Ms Sue Gibson.  The committee works well as a 
team and is keen to promote integrity and prevent corruption in Western Australia. 

[See paper No 369.] 
 


