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CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSIONER — REAPPOINTMENT — 
OPERATIONAL ACTIVITIES 

Statement 
HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [6.46 pm]: I want to 
say a few words about the issue of the smug refusal on the part of the government and some of its ministers to 
provide answers. Some weeks ago, we had a motion in this place regarding the Attorney General’s refusal to provide 
full and open information, and to provide clear advice when it is sought. Hon Peter Collier mentioned a little earlier 
this evening his problems with trying to get straight answers about Lotterywest. One of the great tools, supposedly, 
of parliamentary democracies such as ours is the ability to examine governance of agencies under government 
agencies and to ask questions about how they operate. But that does not seem to be a principle being adhered to or 
even respected by the current government. This afternoon, we had another example of it. I asked the Attorney General 
about the Corruption and Crime Commission. I will read out the question — 

Given that the government has chosen to leave vacant, since 28 April this year, the position of 
Corruption and Crime Commissioner because it could not get its way in appointing its preferred candidate, 
I ask the following questions. 

I will get to the questions in a moment. The Attorney General simply tries to avoid having to address the issues by 
playing semantic games. His response was — 

(1)–(4) The government has not chosen to leave this position vacant. 
I will get to that in a minute. It is either deliberately obtuse or a display of astonishing ignorance and stupidity. The 
Attorney General continues — 

The government continues to support the candidate, Hon John McKechnie, QC, put forward by the 
nominating committee that was chaired by the Chief Justice of Western Australia and has — 
… 
… been blocked in its attempts to reappoint him. 

I remind our Attorney General that there is an act of this Parliament and the nominating committee is only the first 
step, not the final one. He does not seem to understand that or he refuses to acknowledge it in his desire to have his 
political appointment reappointed as commissioner, even though his birthdate will probably disqualify him. But to 
say that the government has not chosen to leave the position vacant ignores the fact that the joint standing committee, 
on which are members of this house as well as the other place, put forward the names of two other candidates that 
it considered to be suitable. McKechnie was only one, and his name was not put forward. All three were nominated 
by the nominating committee as eligible candidates suitable for appointment. Here is the lie: the government did 
choose to leave the position vacant because it could have chosen either one of the other two. It could have done, but 
it did not. That is a choice. To say that the government has not chosen to leave that position vacant since April this 
year is false—there is no other way of putting it. 
What makes it worse is that the Attorney General avoided tackling the substantive questions. One was — 

To what extent has the lack of a full-time commissioner significantly disrupted or compromised operational 
activities? 

Members will recall that in early April this year, the Premier put forward the proposition that unless Mr McKechnie 
was reappointed, there would be a significant disruption of operational activities. Only a matter of weeks ago, in 
Assembly estimates, members of the Corruption and Crime Commission came to Parliament and, on oath, said 
that there had been no significant disruption. They told us that it is business as usual. Having a part-time commissioner 
does pose a few problems, but it has not been the end of the commission. Of course, the Attorney General did not 
want to answer that question. The second question was — 

Could the Attorney General provide evidence to support those assertions? 
The question was asking whether it had affected the commission. Of course, the Attorney General avoided answering 
that one, too, because he does not have any evidence. Then we got to — 

Has the Attorney General, since April, asked for or received any further reports from the commission of 
ongoing or emerging investigations? 

Members will recall that about 12 April, the Attorney General obtained from the commission a list of what were 
described as ongoing and emerging investigations. Now, as I pointed out on a previous occasion, if Mr McKechnie 
had volunteered that confidential information about who he was looking at and who he was planning on looking 
at to the Attorney General in order to support his job application, it would be scandalous. He would then not be using 
that confidential information for public purposes; he would be using it to promote himself. I do not think he has done 
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that. I cannot imagine that an ex-judge and a man in that position, familiar with proper ethical behaviour, would 
do something like that. That means that the Attorney General obtained that information. He asked for it so that he 
could decide whether Mr McKechnie was the guy he needed and wanted, as the most powerful and unaccountable 
investigator in this state. I say “unaccountable” because we cannot get that information from him. We do not know 
what is motivating him. I asked that question. Of course, the Attorney General avoided answering it. My guess is that 
he has. I hope to be proved wrong, but why does he not say so? What is this Attorney General, our first law officer, 
hiding this time? He previously hid the fact that he had leaked information to the media—a letter from the Clerk of 
this house, in litigation—before it became a public document. He plays those sorts of petty, grubby, gutter-type 
political games, notwithstanding his position in this body politic. He is setting an example, members, for the rest of 
the legal profession on how to behave and yet this is what he is doing. He refuses to answer questions. He refuses 
to account to this Parliament. He holds it in contempt. 
The last question was, of course — 

If so, when, and for what purpose? 
He avoided answering that one, too. I propose to ask similar questions tomorrow, and we will see whether he has the 
courage, honesty and integrity to answer them forthrightly. I have my doubts. I suspect it will be something like, 
“I refer you to the last answer”, type of nonsense. What is particularly disturbing is that the Leader of the House 
is quite prepared to put that sort of response forward and say, “That is your answer.” I look forward to the day when 
members on the government benches are over here and they ask a question of a minister who says, “The sky is blue.” 
If they ask what that has to do with a question about the government, the minister can say, “The sky is blue. There’s 
your answer! Take it away. You may not like the answer, but there’s your answer.” We will see whether they accept 
that sort of nonsense, because they are laying the groundwork for it. Those members who are not on the front bench 
should bear it in mind, because the wheel turns and McGowan government standards can be quoted back at them. 
What is particularly disturbing about all this to me is that I understand that Mr McKechnie delivered a speech today. 
I will not go into the detail of how wrong much of it is, but it concerns me enormously. One of his complaints was that 
the then Leader of the Liberal Party did not show leadership because she did not get her member on the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission to do what the government wanted. That shows a fundamental 
misunderstanding of Mr McKechnie’s role. He takes the job; he is not entitled to it! He ought not to reflect on the 
joint standing committee. It is disturbing that he thinks, as the Attorney General and the Premier do, that our members 
who are on committees do not exercise their judgement, but are simply puppets for their leaders. Part of the problem, 
of course, is that Hon Alison Xamon is on that committee and she is nobody’s puppet. However, that is what the 
former Attorney General who set the system up thinks ought to happen. He thinks it is a travesty that they are not 
hand puppets for their leaders. The public is being sold the nonsense, the fraud, according to the Labor Party, that 
somehow these parliamentary committees do their job exercising their independent judgement, when what the 
government thinks ought to happen is that it pulls their strings and they do what it—or the Leader of the Opposition—
wants. If that is the case, it is wrong. 
Hon Alison Xamon: Madam President! 
The PRESIDENT: I was going to give the call to Hon Robin Scott, because he had sought the call earlier. I am trying 
to share it around to people who normally do not get an opportunity. I am going to give the call to Hon Robin Scott. 
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