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Division 28:  Corruption and Crime Commission, $27 325 000 - 
Mrs D.J. Guise, Chairman. 

Mr J.A. McGinty, Attorney General. 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone, Executive Director. 

Mr A. Abraham, Chief Finance Officer. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I refer to the major achievements for 2005-06 listed on page 491 of the budget papers.  It 
is noted that the Corruption and Crime Commission has received and assessed more than 2 200 allegations and 
notifications of misconduct.  How many investigations have been conducted by the CCC? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I ask Mr Silverstone to comment on that question. 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone:  In the first half of this financial year, assessments were dealt with in the following 
fashion: 71.4 per cent of allegations were referred to home agencies, 15 per cent had no further action, 5.8 per 
cent were referred to jurisdictions outside the commission, 3.5 per cent were referred to the WA Police public 
sector investigation unit, 2.9 per cent were retained within the Corruption and Crime Commission investigations 
unit, 1.2 per cent were referred to other relevant authorities, and 0.2 per cent were referred to both the home 
agency and the police public sector investigation unit. 

[9.20 pm] 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I refer to my original question.  How many investigations have been conducted by the 
Corruption and Crime Commission?  I take it that 2.9 per cent of 2 200 is correct; in other words, 58 matters of 
investigation, if my mathematics is right. 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone:  In 2005-06, the commission’s investigations unit commenced 46 investigations and 
closed 16 investigations into the most serious matters.  At that time it had 46 ongoing matters in various stages of 
investigations. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  On the same page reference is made to an average cost per matter investigated of $66 632.  
How was that figure arrived at, given that 46 cases were ongoing and only 16 cases were closed? 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone:  That is to do with the most serious misconduct matters treated under section 33 of the 
act.  Matters dealt with under section 31 of the act are also added to that, making a total of 315 matters.   

Mr M.J. COWPER:  Again, referring back to my original question, how many matters have been investigated 
by the Corruption and Crime Commission? 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone:  Under the act there are formal investigations and also preliminary investigations.  The 
total formal investigations are the numbers I gave the member.  In addition to that, there are ongoing matters 
with regard to preliminary investigations that make up matters conducted under section 32 of the act. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I am still very unclear about how the costings are arrived at.  My memory of last year is 
that 46-odd matters were investigated for a budget allocation of $36 million.  The question I then asked the 
Attorney General was whether we were getting value for money.  The same question poses itself right now.  I am 
trying to establish how many matters have been investigated by the CCC.  I see the budget allocation for this 
year is $27 million.  Are we getting value for money? 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone:  A total of 46 formal investigations are current, six are concluded and 23 are carried 
over from last year, giving a total of 75 cases.  Under section 32, which relates to preliminary investigations, a 
further 240 matters have been dealt with.   

Mr M.J. COWPER:  The budget papers refer to 2 200 allegations and notifications.  Is the Corruption and 
Crime Commission including in that figure the local complaint resolution files that are coming through from WA 
Police? 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone:  Yes, we are. 

Mr B.S. WYATT:  On page 491 the third dot point under “Major Achievements For 2005-06” states in part - 

Started a program to review the complaint handling systems and processes of individual public sector 
agencies.  

It then refers to three different agencies.  Are the plans for the future to continue to work through all public 
sector agencies, or have just a few been identified as more appropriate? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will ask Mr Silverstone if he can provide some information on that issue. 
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Mr M.J.W. Silverstone:  It is planned to do so.  I note that in addition to the departments listed on that page, we 
have gone through a similar process with the Department of Education and Training as part of the review of the 
complaints management unit.  In addition, we undertook a similar review of the former Department of Justice, 
many of recommendations of which, I understand, were taken up by the Mahoney review.  We are starting to 
look at the Department of Health as a major area of interest for us. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I refer to page 491 and to the sixth dot point.  What is the total cost of the operation that 
resulted in the arrest and charging of an officer from Fremantle police station - I think it was the sunglasses 
case - and the total cost of the failed contempt proceedings of the Scorpion Boys gang members’ case in the 
Supreme Court? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I have related the issues involved in each of those cases to corruption - systemic 
corruption even.  Did the member ask the cost of the investigation? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, of the sunglasses case and of the Scorpion Boys contempt proceedings. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I guess that a notional value could be put on that. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am happy to take it as supplementary information. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am just wondering how we put a cost on that if it is something that is met totally within 
the department’s resources. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Attorney General can put a cost on it.  He did for the one vote, one value appeal to the 
High Court. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am always happy to supply supplementary information, but this is information that at 
best would be notional, given that it fits within the general work undertaken by the commission.  I think it would 
be best handled by the member putting that question on notice, if she wishes to do that.  If there were an actual 
outlay by the commission on a specific issue, that is one thing.  If it is something that is incorporated in the 
general functioning of the commission, that is something that, if we are capable of providing it, we can look at in 
response to a question on notice.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Why can I not ask for the information? 

The CHAIRMAN:  The member can.  The Attorney General has suggested that the member put it on notice.  
That is what she needs to do. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  On page 489 under “Outcomes and Key Effective Indicators” it states, “The public sector 
is better able to prevent misconduct.”  I am curious about how the ratio is arrived at.  Is that ratio a reflection of 
what is observed to date?  What sort of ratios are there in other jurisdictions?  Is there a natural history for these 
sorts of ratios?  Presumably it would depend on the rate at which misconduct was reported.  Some basic 
prevalence of misconduct must occur in any large population of people who are working in public sector 
agencies.  What is the figure?  With new agencies such as the Corruption and Crime Commission, does the 
Attorney General expect an increase because people become much more aware and they report misconduct, after 
which reporting tails off?  Precisely what does this outcome mean?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will ask Mr Silverstone to comment. 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone:  This outcome is aimed in the first instance at raising awareness of the requirement to 
deal with misconduct and, therefore, go on to deal with it in a better way.  The working assumption of the 
commission is that there is underreporting of misconduct at this stage in the maturity of the legislation.  If I 
might point to a couple of examples of figures, I note that there is a ratio of one to 25 staff for allegations of 
serious misconduct made within the WA Police.  I believe that reflects a sound understanding by the police of 
the obligations to report these matters and mature systems for dealing with them as well.  On the other hand, if I 
were to take an example from the Department of Health, the ratio is something like one to 547 staff in the 
department.  Part of our concern is that there is large underreporting, and the commission is interested to have a 
form of measurement that helps it initially identify where it is occurring and then develop strategies to address it.  
With regard to the experience in other jurisdictions, their organisations have been around for a much longer 
period than we have and do not use those measures to look at their effectiveness, but in our view, at this early 
stage, these measures are appropriate. 

[9.30 pm] 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  Presumably it is natural that agencies that deal with sensitive areas receive more 
complaints than others.  Is that built into this threshold? 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone:  Yes, it is.  It is hard to set the benchmark.  It is a benchmark that we believe is 
appropriate, given our understanding of the broad reporting across the public sector, and the size of the public 
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sector and local government.  Nevertheless, it is a target figure, and it remains to be seen how we progress in the 
actual reporting. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I refer to the last dot point on page 491, which reports that at least 95 charges have been 
preferred against 11 public officers, with results including convictions and terms of imprisonment.  How many 
convictions were recorded against those 95 charges? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  We do not have that information readily to hand.  I will undertake to provide by way of 
supplementary information the number of convictions that have been recorded against the 95 charges that have 
been preferred against the 11 public officers. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I would like a breakdown of how many have been dealt with and how many are pending; 
in other words, the clearance rate. 

[Supplementary Information No A39.] 
Mr M.J. COWPER:  In last year’s budget there was an allocation of an additional $10 million for the 
Corruption and Crime Commission.  I understood that was for operational requirements.  It was discovered that 
the money would be used for listening devices and intercepts.  Last year, I questioned how much of that funding 
was absolutely necessary.  Mr Silverstone advised me that a review would be conducted to determine whether 
the entire budget allocation would be required.  Has that full allocation been spent in the form of equipment that 
the CCC requires, or has a review subsequently shown that the needs of the CCC were met without the need to 
spend that allocation? 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone:  We conducted an extensive review of our requirements for that capital program.  As a 
result of that review, we amended our requirements with a view to reducing the capital contribution for the 
forecast period by $10.349 million for the current budget year and the forward period.  As a result, we did not 
take that money from the Department of Treasury and Finance.  Further, we had extensive cash holdings in the 
bank of $8.9 million that, with the approval of DTF, was used to finance our capital program for 2005-06 across 
the forward estimates to 2007-08. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
 


