
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 27 September 2011] 

 p7741c-7745a 
Hon Nick Goiran:; Hon Max Trenorden; Hon Nick Goiran 

 [1] 

Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Fourteenth Report — “Death of a Witness” 

Resumed from 24 February. 

Motion 

HON NICK GOIRAN: I move — 

That the report be noted.  

This report is probably one of the most difficult reports the committee has had to deal with in the time I have 
been involved with the committee. The report concerns the suicide of a man who was under investigation and 
surveillance by the Corruption and Crime Commission. The man’s death took place a matter of days before he 
was due to appear before a public hearing looking into alleged corrupt activities at the City of Stirling. The 
committee was notified of the death on 10 September 2010. By 15 September we had convened a closed hearing 
with the then commissioner of the Corruption and Crime Commission, Len Roberts-Smith, and the 
Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission, Hon Christopher Steytler, QC. A formal 
reference was made by the committee on that day to the parliamentary inspector with a view to him undertaking 
a thorough investigation. The terms of reference of this referral to the parliamentary inspector were that — 

The Committee desires to be informed of: 

• the circumstances pertaining to the witness’s death as known to the CCC; 

• how the CCC became concerned as to the welfare of the witness; and 

• what the CCC did as a result of those concerns, including an assessment of any harm-
prevention protocols that the CCC may have in place. 

It is probably pertinent at this point to note that for some time now there has been a convention between the 
committee and the parliamentary inspector in particular, but also the Corruption and Crime Commission, that the 
parliamentary inspector will, wherever possible, at first instance table his report with the committee prior to 
tabling it with the Parliament. I know that some members in this place have expressed ongoing concern about 
that. We might possibly hear shortly from Hon Max Trenorden on that point. I take this opportunity to indicate 
that in my time as chair of this committee I have found that convention to be extremely helpful and beneficial. It 
ought to be noted by members who have concerns about this that there is always the opportunity, at every step of 
the process, for the parliamentary inspector to table his report directly with the Parliament if he so desires. It is 
merely a convention. It is not a legal obligation. Quite clearly, the parliamentary inspector is an independent 
officer and is able to table matters directly with the Parliament. Recently, I believe in July, he did exactly that. 
Part of his rationale for doing so was that there was insufficient time to engage with the committee, as we were 
on parliamentary recess at the time. But this particular example is one where the parliamentary inspector was 
able to table via the committee. In fact, this particular instance is slightly different from most reports by the 
parliamentary inspector in that this was actually a referral from the committee to the parliamentary inspector. So, 
he was engaged as an instrument of the committee.  

It may be beneficial for members to understand the fairly comprehensive chronology of what took place as a 
result of this very serious incident. As I mentioned earlier, 15 September was when the committee had the closed 
hearing and we referred the matter to the inspector. By 11 October 2010, the parliamentary inspector had 
provided an initial response to the committee, or an initial update. By 4 November last year, the parliamentary 
inspector had prepared a draft report and submitted it to the Corruption and Crime Commission to allow it to 
make representations. Fifteen days later, the CCC provided the parliamentary inspector with its representations. 
By Monday 22 November, the parliamentary inspector had provided an amended report to the committee to 
reflect those representations. On 8 December 2010, the committee convened a closed hearing with the 
parliamentary inspector to discuss the report that he had provided to the committee as a result of that referral by 
the committee at first instance. On 13 December last year, the committee provided a copy of the amended report 
to the CCC, seeking its comments. On 28 January 2011, the CCC provided comments to the amended report. On 
2 February 2011, the committee convened a closed hearing with the parliamentary inspector to discuss the 
CCC’s response. Seven days later, the committee provided a further amended draft report to both the 
parliamentary inspector and the CCC for comments. Five days later, comments from both parties were received 
by the committee. Two days later, the committee convened another closed hearing of the parliamentary inspector 
to consider all comments. The following day, a final draft of the report was provided to both the parliamentary 
inspector and the CCC by the committee. On 24 February 2011, the report was tabled in Parliament. 

I highlight that chronology to emphasise for the benefit of members the great pains that are gone through by the 
committee to identify and examine the areas of difference, in order that only irreconcilable differences are aired 
publicly, given the importance of maintaining public confidence in the fight against corruption. This particular 
report did attract a fair amount of media coverage and publicity. Much was made of the fact that the CCC had 
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become aware of the witness’s interest in suicide more than a week before his death and that it did not take more 
forthright action. Of course the CCC did, as we now know, eventually make the wife and the employer of the 
witness aware of their concerns. But they did not reveal the sources of their information when they did so. Those 
sources, as we know, were telecommunications intercepts that would have enhanced the credibility of the 
information they were providing to the wife and to the employer.  

Several commentators this year have accused the committee of exonerating the CCC and of casting aside the 
contrary view of the parliamentary inspector. I took issue with that, and I drafted an opinion piece that was 
published in The West Australian in response to that inaccurate media coverage. I pointed out in that opinion 
piece that chapter 3 of the report, as members will be able to see, listed in detail the shortcomings of the CCC. 
Therefore, in my view it is nonsensical to suggest that somehow this report was the work of a cheer squad for the 
CCC. The parliamentary inspector had endorsed the committee’s faithful reporting on his findings, analysis and 
recommendations, and the investigation had been carried out with the full cooperation of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission.  

In this particular report, the committee made only one recommendation. This was, as members will note from the 
report — 

That the Parliament of Western Australia advocate for the Telecommunications (Interception and 
Access) Act 1979 (Cth) to be amended to permit the CCC to provide to the Coroner intercepted 
telecommunications material in situations such as the present case.  

It is of course still the case to this day, as I understand it, that the CCC is prohibited by the telecommunications 
intercept act from providing telecommunications intercept material to the coroner to facilitate his investigations. 
The Attorney General has responded positively to this recommendation by the committee, and in particular I 
quote from his response as follows — 

This Telecommunications (Interception and Access) Act 1979 (Cth) is Commonwealth legislation. 
Therefore, it cannot be amended by the WA Parliament. Any amendments, for example, “to provide to 
the Coroner intercepted telecommunications material in situations such as the present case” (namely, 
the apparent suicide of a witness who is to appear at a public hearing to be held by the WA CCC) would 
require Commonwealth legislation. 

In view of recommendation 1, I have forwarded a copy of your Committee’s report to the Hon Robert 
McClelland MP, Commonwealth Attorney-General, within whose Ministerial Portfolio responsibilities 
the Telecommunications (Interception and Access) Act 1979 (Cth) is included. In particular, I have 
referred to page 23 of the report and recommendation 1. 

In concluding, I think that the chronology that I have outlined for members demonstrates clearly the input and 
moderation of all parties to ensure that, where applicable, there is consistency of message. The benefits of this 
are manifest in that differences of opinion are at least identified and sometimes resolved before they are 
unhelpfully disputed in public. This in my view improves the credibility of the fight against corruption. I 
commend this report to the house.  

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: I do not intend to speak on this motion for very long. Part of the reason for that is 
that I have a very extreme discomfort with suicide. I have seen a lot of suicide in my life. It is a bit of a blight in 
country areas. This particular report is titled “Death of a Witness”. On 12 March I received a very short email 
that said — 

Dear Mr Trenorden, 

My husband committed suicide 2 days before he was to appear before the CCC. 

I have attached a copy of the report by the Joint Standing Committee and hope, if you haven’t already 
read it, you will take the time to do so. 

Many Thanks  

Tina Doddemead 

I have received that email, and I have pondered over it; I have gone over it several times. The issue that I am 
uncomfortable with is the fact that the officers of the Corruption and Crime Commission went to see the wife of 
the individual who committed suicide, and she expressed disbelief that her husband was going to commit 
suicide. That is basically it, from my reading. That is why I am uncomfortable, Hon Nick Goiran, with not seeing 
the inspector’s report. From what I have read, that is how it was left when they left the room. She was still 
feeling that this was a bit surreal. She did not believe her husband was going to do that. I am looking at this 
particular report as a suicide report more than a CCC report. I think that for people in these circumstances, it is 
difficult. But I still have trouble swallowing the argument that this man committed suicide because he was 
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looking at losing all his possessions. That is a matter for future activity in a future court. The Corruption and 
Crime Commission needs to give recognition to the spotlight and the intense pressure that people are under when 
they are accused. This was not the only person affected; we saw it in a case closer to all of us in which an ex-
minister of the other place said he was severely depressed when all that was going on. So there has to be a bit of 
consciousness. Again, Hon Nick Goiran, that is why I would like to see the Parliamentary Inspector of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission’s report, to give me a better feel. In reading the documents, I do not believe 
that the CCC did enough. That is the only conclusion I can come to.  

Some people will find it a little incredible that I am doing this, but at the same time I have a document from 
Hon—I guess he was honourable; I am not sure—Noel Crichton-Browne. Noel Crichton-Browne contacted me 
and gave me this document. I have checked it out with Noel Crichton-Browne. I would like to table the 
document. The main reason I want to table this document is because Noel Crichton-Browne has done an 
enormous amount of work. I understand that the family and Noel Crichton-Browne have had a fair bit to do with 
each other, but I must admit that if Noel Crichton-Browne walked in this room, I could not identify him. I do not 
know the man socially or whatever. I obviously know who he is; all of us in the chamber would know who he is. 
Also, he was a regional federal member of Parliament, so I know all about that part of him. I know that he spent 
a lot of time and effort sweating over this particular report. I would like to leave it in the chamber. Mr Deputy 
Chairman, he has not put his name on it, but I can verify that the author of this document is Noel Crichton-
Browne, and I seek permission to table the document.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): The member seeks leave to table the document. Can you 
just read out the title of the document for the record? 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: It is “Corruption and Crime Commission—Death of a Witness”. 

Leave granted. [See paper 3840.] 

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: Again, I repeat that Noel Crichton-Browne put a lot of time and effort into the 
document. He goes much further than the discussion on the death of the witness; he also goes into the whole 
process of closed hearings and open hearings. I recommend that those members who have an interest read the 
document because he was a long-serving member of Parliament and he has applied some diligence to that work. 
In fact, in reading it, I do agree with much of it. However, my job is not to agree or disagree with a particular 
document.  

I am nervous about the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission’s fourteenth report; 
I did not like reading it. Having read it, I am unconvinced that the officers of the CCC did enough and I do not 
believe the CCC recognises the immense pressure that individuals get put under. We all react differently. Again, 
being in the life insurance industry for years, I know that a friend of mine who was an Australian Mutual 
Provident agent and a state representative famous in sport rang up the AMP Society and made sure his life 
insurance was all spot on before he committed suicide. It makes me wonder that if those sorts of signals are out 
there, somebody should be picking them up.  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I will just make some concluding remarks, particularly in response to Hon Max 
Trenorden’s comments. I appreciate his comment that he found reading and dealing with the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission’s fourteenth report a nervous experience. I put it to the 
member that he can only imagine how I felt chairing the committee during the process. 

Hon Max Trenorden: I understand that. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is most certainly a very, very difficult circumstance to deal with. What I have not 
engaged in throughout this process is hypothesising what might be the cause of a particular man’s decision to 
commit suicide because, of course, none of us is in a position to provide an accurate assessment of that. We can 
all have a guess and indicate what we think might be more likely than not is the reason — 

Hon Max Trenorden: The thing that worried me was that I got the impression from reading the report that when 
the CCC officers left the lady’s house, she was still unconvinced that her husband was going to commit suicide. I 
think they actually had more information than they imparted to her, or more urgency in the information than they 
imparted. It was a terrible shock. Just imagine being told that and to find out two days later that your husband’s 
dead. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I do not disagree with what Hon Max Trenorden has said. My point is that I cannot 
helpfully hypothesise as to the cause. It may have been any number of reasons, irrespective of what information 
people did or did not know. There is only one person who knows the reason and, of course, this particular 
gentleman is not in a position to assist us. What the committee was then left with was a situation in which we 
could not hypothesise, even if the media and particular individuals might have wanted us to. The only thing that 
we could do was indicate the systemic issues that arose as a result of this. The one thing that the committee 
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identified is that, very unsatisfactorily, the State Coroner cannot access the information to which Hon Max 
Trenorden has alluded. The coroner cannot access this information that the CCC may or may not have had or 
that the officers may or may not have had due to a deficiency in the commonwealth legislation. That is not a 
criticism of any particular party in power in the commonwealth, either past or present; it is just a reflection that 
there is a deficiency. In my view there is some urgency to avoid this situation; the coroner should be able to 
access any information necessary to conclude his inquiries into this and any like matter. That is why the 
committee made that particular recommendation. I was pleased that the Attorney General took that 
recommendation on board and immediately wrote to his federal counterpart. It is now in the hands of the 
commonwealth Attorney-General as to whether there will be any law reform in that area.  

That is all very dry and academic, and pretty unsatisfactory for a matter as serious as someone losing their life, 
but when chairing a committee that is looking into systemic matters, it is the best one can do. Does it necessarily 
fill me with a level of satisfaction about the outcome? Most certainly not. I know that some of the people most 
intimately concerned with this case find it unsatisfactory. I can only hope that they better understand that it is not 
through a lack of sympathy or empathy on the part of the committee members; it is actually the case that it is 
unhelpful for us to hypothesise about the reasons that this gentleman made that decision because the truth is that 
we will never know. What we can do is look at ways of improving the system. 

Just to conclude, I emphasise to members that they need not be concerned or nervous about the fact that they do 
not have a copy of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission’s report to the 
committee. In my view, it is the equivalent of a transcript of a closed hearing. When a committee takes evidence 
in a closed hearing, it is under no obligation to provide the entirety of that transcript to the Parliament or 
anybody else; it is a tool in the process of the committee’s investigation. In this instance, the matter was so 
serious and so grave that the committee went beyond that and instructed the parliamentary inspector to do some 
investigation and report to our committee. We then, if we like, to use a more colloquial term, value added to that 
process and the benefit from that is this report. Members can take a great deal of comfort from the fact that the 
parliamentary inspector confirmed that this report contains an accurate account of his findings, analysis and 
recommendations. 

Question put and passed.  
 


