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Division 29: Corruption and Crime Commission, $29 095 000 — 

Mr S.J. Price, Chair. 

Mr J.R. Quigley, Attorney General. 

Mr R. Warnes, Chief Executive Officer. 

Miss L.A. Markussen, Ministerial Liaison Officer. 

Mr J. Lee, Principal Policy Adviser. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. It is the intention of the Chair 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 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. Questions must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current 
division. Members should give these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility 
of more than one minister, a minister shall be examined only in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 

The Attorney General may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that 
the question be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the Attorney General to clearly indicate what 
supplementary information he agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. If supplementary 
information is to be provided, I seek the Attorney General’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the 
principal clerk by Friday, 31 May 2019. I caution members that if the Attorney General asks that a matter be put 
on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on notice through the online questions system. 

The member for Hillarys. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I refer to page 409 of budget paper No 2 and “Spending Changes”, specifically line 
item “Indexation for Non-Salary Expense”, which has an allocation in 2022–23. What uplift percentage has been 
used for that indexation? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We are prepared to supply supplementary information—just to be clear—on the percentage 
detail for 2022–23. Can the member confirm which line item it is? 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: It is line item “Indexation for Non-Salary Expense” on page 409 of budget paper No 2 
under “Spending Changes” and “Other”. It is an allocation of $66 000. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We are happy to give by way of supplementary information the actual percentage that reflects 
that $66 000. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Yes, the percentage used for indexation. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The percentage used for indexation that arrived at $66 000 for 2022–23. 

[Supplementary Information No A42.] 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I refer to page 409 and significant issues impacting the agency. Note 1 refers to the 
legislation that amended the Criminal Property Confiscation Act 2000 and the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct 
Act 2003 to pass powers to the Corruption and Crime Commission to investigate, initiate and conduct civil 
confiscation proceedings relating to unexplained wealth. Note 1 goes on to state — 

Since the legislation was proclaimed the Commission has received referrals from various sources. 

At the time the legislation was proclaimed, or subsequently, has the commission been furnished with any additional 
resources to pursue this very, very important new referral it has been given or has it had to use its existing resources? 

[Ms M.M. Quirk took the chair.] 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No, there have not been any additional resources provided to the CCC because, as the 
member may recall, when the amending legislation was passed, the Corruption and Crime Commissioner, 
Hon John McKechnie, QC, advised that additional resources would not be required because the education and 
minor misconduct functions had been transferred from the CCC to the Public Sector Commission. Mr Warnes 
wants to improve on my answer, and I invite him to do so. 

[3.00 pm] 

Mr R. Warnes: As the Attorney General was saying, we lost some resources to the Public Sector Commission 
with the original change in legislation in 2015. This legislation, as the member rightfully pointed out, came into 
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effect in 2018. The commissioner at the time determined that the amount of resources we may or may not need 
with this new conferral was unknown. The commissioner at the time determined that it was unknown how much 
resource we may or may not need with this new conferral. The commissioner advised the Attorney General that 
we were prepared, as an organisation, to take on the new function without additional resources, as long as we could 
come back in a period of time, knowing the effect of that new conferral—say, within three years of conferral—
and either ask for more resources or confirm that we do not need them at that point in time. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I have a further question on this same significant issue. I note the comment that 
since the legislation was proclaimed, the commission has received referrals from various sources. Is the 
Attorney General in a position to tell me, without breaching any confidentiality or risking any investigations, how 
many investigations have been commenced under this new power; how many have been concluded; and what 
funds have been received to date in any proceedings under these new powers? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Mr Warnes is happy to provide some details in that regard. 

Mr R. Warnes: If I could add some context, we have spent a fair bit of time working out our own internal process 
on how to receive notifications from both the public and other enforcement agencies, such as police, tax and border 
protection. We spent a fair bit of time educating them on the act and the new powers it enables us to carry out; 
there was some good work from the commission’s people there. With regard to where we are at, 37 potential 
matters have been referred to us. Of those, 13 are awaiting appraisal—we have not yet got to them, in the team we 
have; one is undergoing appraisal as we speak; 11 are subject to an initial investigation—an initial assessment of 
the evidence that has been presented to us from the public or from the referring agencies; nine have been deemed 
not viable, following our appraisal; and two are currently not viable and will be subject to further review in 12 months. 
We say that they are not viable now because they may be extremely complex or there might be a gap in information, 
which means that we will just have to give them more time later on, when we can. We also have one at the moment 
that has progressed to a more intensive investigation, for which the powers of the commissioner are being 
employed in respect of what additional information we seek from others who can provide source material for us. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Further to that answer—thank you—at the moment do we have any that have been 
concluded and for which we have received proceeds? 

Mr R. Warnes: No. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Okay. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That was my answer then, but it was correct! 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The Attorney General was guessing there for a moment! 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No, we know that we have not yet, because we have one that has progressed to intensive 
investigation. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I would expect that if it happened, the Attorney General would know pretty quickly. 
Just further to that: in relation to this particular power, if funds were to be received, where in the budget papers 
would they be accounted for initially? Would they be accounted for in the division 29, Corruption and Crime 
Commission, figures, or would they go to some other part of the budget? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Mr Warnes will answer that, member. 
Mr R. Warnes: They would appear in these budget papers. Perhaps as a reference point for the member, they 
would appear on page 410. They would appear in different parts, but we would capture it as part of the number of 
investigations that we undertake, as part of that indicator, and as part of the “Service Summary” table, line item 2, 
“Investigating Allegations of Serious Misconduct”. That line shows the dollars that are assigned to investigations. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: My question specifically was about any income received as a result of this power. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No, money that gets paid in goes straight to the confiscation account. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Which is in — 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The Department of Justice. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The Department of Justice? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Correct. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Okay. Would it be separately accounted for, or part of all confiscation, including 
what the police do? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The member will have to wait until the Department of Justice appears this afternoon. 
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Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: All right; thank you. I refer to page 411. I have a couple of questions on this. The 
first one relates to the table headed “Assessing all Allegations of Serious Misconduct Received” and the efficiency 
indicator line item “Percentage of assessments completed within 28 days”. The estimated actual for 2018–19 is 
somewhat lower than the budgeted figure; the budgeted figure is 80 per cent and the estimated actual is 63 per cent. 
Can the Attorney General provide an explanation for why that target has not been met for this year? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will leave that to Mr Warnes. 
Mr R. Warnes: As the member can see from that indicator, we aspire to process any allegations we receive within 
28 days. There is a team of four assessment and inquiry officers who take that responsibility. We unfortunately 
lost three of those four to parental leave, other job opportunities and secondments out of the organisation. The time 
it takes to recruit back into our organisation is a little more complex than for a normal organisation, given the 
vetting process. That accounts for that decline. I can assure the member that today we are back up to 80 per cent. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Okay, great. Thank you. The average time taken — 
The CHAIR: Is this a further question? 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: This is a new question on the same subject—services and key efficiency indicators. 
One of the efficiency indicators is the average time in days to complete an investigation into serious misconduct. 
The actual figure for 2017–18 was 317 days, and there has been a marked increase since then to 350 days. Can the 
Attorney General offer an explanation for that, please? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes, thank you, member. 
Mr R. Warnes: Thank you again for the question. The member may recall from previous budget papers that pre-date 
2017–18 that the commission spent up to around 400 days dealing with investigations, so it was quite a feat to get 
it down to that level. We aspire to achieve our investigations within less than a year, but it is not something that 
we can fully control because of the complexities of some investigations. As the member may recall, some of the 
investigations we have done over the last 12 months have been a bit more complex; they might engage us 
overseas—as with the more recent report with the commissioner in Japan—or they may be more complex due to 
the powers that we have to apply and the records we have to get from banks and things like that. Some of our 
investigations can be done a bit earlier. The commissioner is very keen to take on early examinations as part of the 
investigation process, to get the facts out in a private hearing. That will, hopefully, chart a course for investigations 
that might be a bit more focused. But some do not prime themselves well for an early examination; we spend a lot 
of time collecting all the facts and a lot of time in private examinations with people who can help inform us, before 
we might go to the person of real interest to us. Although we aspire to do things within 12 months, the more 
complex ones could take a lot longer. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Thank you. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
Meeting suspended from 3.08 to 3.20 pm 
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