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Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Seventh Report —  
“The timeliness of misconduct investigations undertaken or overseen by the CCC: Additional information” 

Resumed from 5 December 2013. 

Motion 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I move — 

That the report be noted.  

I would like to make a few remarks on this very short report. By way of explanation, this one-page committee 
report tabled on the 5 December 2013 has been provided to the chamber to correct the record. Prior to the last 
state election, the then joint standing committee referred an issue to the acting parliamentary inspector, Mr Craig 
Colvin, SC. This was on the 28 November 2012. The committee asked Mr Colvin to inquire into the timeliness 
of misconduct investigations undertaken or overseen by the CCC. The committee chose that course of action 
because 28 November 2012 was close to the end of parliamentary sittings for that year and as there were fixed-
term elections, the committee knew the election would be on 9 March, and there was the prospect, which did 
eventuate, that there would not be another committee for a period of time. Given the imminent likelihood that the 
Legislative Assembly would be dissolved, and therefore its committees, and that this committee operates under 
the Legislative Assembly’s standing orders and has members from that chamber, it was decided that the best 
course of action was to refer the matter to the acting parliamentary inspector. This was to ensure that work would 
be done on this important issue during the campaign and election periods and until the formation of a new 
committee. The matter was sent to the acting parliamentary inspector, Mr Colvin, because, at the time, there was 
no substantive parliamentary inspector as Hon Chris Steytler, QC, had retired. The current substantive 
parliamentary inspector, Hon Michael Murray, QC, was appointed and he provided a report on this matter to the 
committee on 31 May 2013. The report was tabled by the committee on 15 August 2013. The point of the 
parliamentary inspector’s inquiry was to look at how many matters were handled by the CCC for an extended 
period of time. Indeed, we were informed in the report from the parliamentary inspector that at the time the CCC 
had 13 investigations that had been underway for at least 15 months. The committee was concerned that if 
matters were referred to the CCC for investigation they should be dealt with in a timely fashion. If the CCC 
expects other agencies to adhere to prompt standards when investigating complaints, then, at the very least, they 
should do so themselves. I have said on many occasions in this place that I believe the standard required of the 
CCC should exceed that which it expects of the people that it oversees.  

On 5 October 2013, which is the best part of six weeks after the tabling of that report, the parliamentary 
inspector notified the committee that he had received a letter from Corruption and Crime Commissioner 
Mr Roger Macknay, QC, which identified five further complaints to the CCC that could have been matters that 
should have been included in his original report. In other words, the CCC by its own admission, no doubt 
inadvertently, had not provided the inspector with the correct information at the time. This led the parliamentary 
inspector to obtain further information on those five matters and, rather ironically, four of the five matters did 
not fall within the inspector’s original terms of reference because they had indeed been resolved within 
15 months. One has to wonder why the CCC felt the need to advise the parliamentary inspector of five matters, 
four of which were not relevant to the terms of reference. Be that as it may, we were glad that that matter was 
clarified. However, one matter fell within the terms of reference. Indeed, WA Police were notified of that 
allegation on 16 August 2011. The police’s internal affairs unit investigation did not sustain the allegation. That 
was its advice in a letter to the CCC on 12 September 2013. This meant that the investigation by WAPOL had 
taken more than two years and should have been included in the information provided by the CCC to the 
parliamentary inspector. In effect, this increased the number of inquiries that had taken longer than 15 months to 
be finalised as at 14 November 2012 from 13 to 14. In a nutshell, that is the reason for this report. In essence, the 
previous report contained an error due to the inaccurate information the CCC provided to the parliamentary 
inspector and which then came through to the committee. This report seeks to clarify that and ensure that the 
information before the Parliament is correct.  

Question put and passed. 
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