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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 

Eleventh Report — “Annual Report 2009–2010” — Tabling 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [10.06 am]: I present for tabling the eleventh report of the Joint Standing Committee 
on the Corruption and Crime Commission, entitled “Annual Report 2009–2010”. 

[See paper 2642.] 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Our committee has spent the majority of the reporting period on its inquiry into how the 
Corruption and Crime Commission can best work together with WA Police to combat organised crime. I tabled 
that report in this house on Thursday, 9 September. I think that report has received a lot of the attention that it 
deserves. It has been encouraging to the committee to see the way that report has been analysed and the follow-
up issues that have come from that. I urge all members of this house, particularly on the government side, to 
confer with the Attorney General before he presents the government’s response to that report. The report makes 
some very important recommendations. I believe it is worth reiterating that those recommendations were 
unanimous and bipartisan; the two government members on the committee and the two opposition members on 
the committee all concurred with the findings. That is a matter that the house should take into account, because 
either later this year or early next year we will be looking at making some amendments to the Corruption and 
Crime Commission Act. The Corruption and Crime Commission Act has been one of the most significant pieces 
of legislation that this Parliament has seen in the past 10 years. Therefore, it is only right and fitting that we 
review that act. It is also right and fitting that we look at how that act has empowered the CCC in this state and 
has enabled it to achieve its successes, and at where we believe improvements can be made. 

The committee held during this inquiry a total of 14 closed hearings, 12 of which occurred during the reporting 
period of this annual report, and had seven briefings. We also heard evidence from 26 witnesses during that 12-
month period. The JSCCCC is very much a submarine-type committee, because we are dealing with the 
Corruption and Crime Commission, and, importantly, we are dealing very closely with the Parliamentary 
Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission. The parliamentary inspector is an agent of this Parliament. 
However, most of his work is done behind closed doors, for operational reasons. Therefore, what the committee 
has done this year, and I think should be given credit for, is that we have endeavoured to be as transparent as 
possible and make information available to Parliament and the public on every occasion that we can. I will give 
members an example. On 14 October last year, we convened a hearing with Mr Robert Cock, QC, in his capacity 
as Special Counsel to the Premier. This was a closed hearing, because we were looking at a number of 
operational issues under the CCC legislation, and at relationships and so on with the parliamentary inspector. Mr 
Cock was very frank during that hearing. At the end of that hearing, we said to Mr Cock, “The committee is of a 
mind to publish transcripts and other material that we have;”—as the committee has the power to do—“do you 
have any concerns about the evidence that you have given today being made public?” 

Mr Cock, to his credit, agreed to the committee’s request to make it public, so we were able to table the 
proceedings of that hearing. I would urge committees, when taking evidence in closed hearings and looking at 
the work of previous committees, that they consider making public a lot of the evidence that they take. I say this 
from the viewpoint of having been involved in the first Anti-Corruption Commission oversight committee. 
During my time in Parliament in an oversight role, I have gone through three commissioners in the Anti-
Corruption Commission and the Corruption and Crime Commission. As members of the house who are far more 
experienced than I know, similar issues arise again. We have had three changes of government in that time and 
very similar issues arise again. It is almost a scary situation that quite often the corporate knowledge of the state 
is held in the bailiwick of members of Parliament; that is, we outlast commissioners, the appointed officials, 
changes in government, and the committee staff. It has been brought to my attention, as a new issue arises in a 
particular field, that evidence taken before a committee of the Parliament is often important for an inquiry that 
the Coroner’s Court might be conducting, or that the police or others may be involved with. We have a degree of 
corporate knowledge and public policy that should be made available.  

I will be contacting the Speaker directly to request that this Parliament make a policy on the publicising of 
documents. We already have within government the 30-year rule on cabinet documents. In my previous role as 
parliamentary secretary, it was my honour to be involved as a representative of a government releasing this 
information annually. It is very, very important in informing debates. Issues such as nuclear power and uranium 
mines have arisen yet again in Western Australia. A whole phalanx of areas will arise again. It is very important 
that we can often look back at how the Parliament at the time dealt with an issue, to better inform our decision 
making today. I think that with our own committees in particular we need not only a policy, but also a 
requirement that the documentation is made public at some time, and 30 years seems to me to be too long for 
committee hearings. The Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission has not addressed 
this issue, so this is my personal view as a member of Parliament, but I really believe that we need to look at 
making a ruling, so that evidence collected in closed hearings by committees becomes public at some stage in the 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 23 September 2010] 

 p7240c-7243a 
Mr John Hyde 

 [2] 

future. I know that evidence that our committee took some 10 years ago would be incredibly important to inform 
the decision making of current and future governments, let alone for historians, the news media and others. It is 
an issue that I am passionate about. I hope that during the term of this Parliament the committees can become 
more transparent. 

I would also like to touch on other issues of our committee. We took a physical tour of the CCC building behind 
the bollards on St Georges Terrace and went through a number of the operational areas. One of the roles of an 
oversight committee is making sure that resources are adequate. It is all very well for us to look at budgets and 
request the finance, but to physically see how equipment is used, what it is used for and how it is being used is 
very important. We looked at the issue of public hearings versus private hearings. We also looked at the physical 
situation for public hearings, because the issue has arisen in a previous report, and perhaps will arise in the 
future. I think that the physical placement, appearance and use of the hearing rooms are very important. As we 
know, the CCC is a different body from a court. It has the powers of a royal commission and it has some of the 
trappings of a court, but it is not a court. I think that these are issues that inform our committee’s decision-
making. 

The committee also tabled in November of last year its sixth report, entitled “Parliamentary Inspector’s Report 
into an Alleged Unauthorised Disclosure by the Corruption and Crime Commission”. We have to pay credit to 
the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission, Mr Christopher Steytler. He has been an 
absolute joy to work with in this committee as an officer of the Parliament. He works on not only the contentious 
issues that we suggest or direct, but also own-motion issues. Since the role of the parliamentary inspector has 
been established, I honestly believe that of all the anticorruption bodies in Australia, our inspector, through the 
legislation and the operation, is the best performing in that role. 

In considering the Corruption and Crime Commission Act, some people will want to go back to the Queensland 
model, under which the parliamentary inspector has no own-motion role but works only at the behest of the 
parliamentary committee. This Parliament was sensible to combine both of those facets in our own legislation for 
the role of the parliamentary inspector. As we all know, we can legislate day and night, but in the end it is often 
the relationships and the professionalism between people that determine whether organisations function and 
whether the outcomes that this Parliament expects from legislation actually come to fruition. I therefore think 
that the committee needs to praise not only the parliamentary inspector, but also the Commissioner of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission, the Honourable Len Roberts-Smith, for his willingness to cooperate with the 
committee, to appear before the committee at a moment’s notice and to be frank and provide us with full 
information. The original model of oversight, with the parliamentary inspector, the parliamentary committee and 
the CCC, working not together but within a triangle model, has worked effectively under the legislation. 

In February this year, the CCC provided our committee, and at the same time the Attorney General, with a report 
concerning an investigation into an alleged public sector misconduct in relation to the activities of an associate to 
a judge at the District Court. Having received this report, our committee convened a closed hearing with the 
CCC commissioner and discussed both the content of the report and the reasoning behind the report being tabled 
with the committee rather than directly and publicly with the Parliament. As a result of this hearing, the 
committee requested the commission to provide a precis of the original report, which we would be able to table 
publicly and through Parliament. I think it was a very important move by our committee not to accept that 
operational information and the sensitive information that we receive must automatically stay behind closed 
doors, and that there is often a way to make public information and the work of the CCC. I think most people 
would argue that the original New South Wales definition of why anticorruption bodies need to be transparent 
when working, which is because transparency becomes the oxygen that feeds democracy, means that publicising 
this issue of the activities of an associate of a judge of the District Court our democracy makes our judicial 
system and justice system healthier. I think that is a very important role that the CCC has fulfilled. 

Mr C.C. Porter: Member, just by way of brief interjection, I have no difficulties with the substance of what you 
decided on that occasion, but I voice a moderate element of dissent insofar as it would have been helpful, as the 
minister in charge of managing the systems of which the Corruption and Crime Commission was critical and 
pointed out difficulties with, to have had some notice of that decision to allow some form of preparation time. 
That was the only difficulty that I had with that decision. It was just a matter of communication, I guess. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Yes, and it is an interesting part of the act in that the committee did not have knowledge about 
whether the Attorney General had received the report because he was the responsible minister for an 
administrative issue or because he was the minister responsible for the CCC. That exposed to us the issue about 
the lines of communication. 

Mr C.C. Porter: Either way, I didn’t get it! 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Yes; the Attorney General was doubly responsible. 
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The committee held a public hearing in May to discuss the work and the role of the commission with Gail 
Archer, SC and Christopher Shanahan, SC, who served as acting corruption and crime commissioners. Many 
people are not aware that, apart from the commissioner himself, we need acting commissioners. The committee 
has again been involved with the appointment of acting commissioners, as we are with commissioners and 
parliamentary inspectors. 

During the reporting period, the committee also maintained oversight of the important educational role of the 
CCC. Our committee is absolutely adamant that the core benefit of the CCC is its educational role. Certainly, if 
we look at best practice of anti-corruption bodies around the world, most people who are knowledgeable in this 
area would accept that ICAC in Hong Kong is not only the mother of most anti-corruption bodies, but also the 
most effective in what it has achieved. Every anti-corruption body in Australia has been based in some way on 
ICAC in Hong Kong. The prevention role is absolutely paramount within ICAC. It is important to have an anti-
corruption body that is absolutely a peak body for preventing corruption, exposing corruption and achieving a 
pathway for the prosecution and jailing of wrongdoers, but it is also important to temper the body with an 
educational role, because it helps to ground the body in how people in the public service, in particular, look at 
situations that can give rise to corruption. Taking away the educational role from an anti-corruption body and 
making it more like a police service or a crime-fighting agency will remove a lot of its effectiveness as a 
corruption-fighting body. 

I would like to pay credit to my fellow parliamentarians on the committee: our chairman, Hon Nick Goiran; the 
member for Swan Hills; and Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm. It has been an absolute pleasure for us to meet weekly 
and often more than weekly. Every decision of the committee, in the end, has been by consensus, and I think that 
that is a tribute to not only the intellectual rigour that members apply to our work, but also the standard of 
research and preparation that we are given by our committee staff, Scott Nalder and Michael Burton.  

This committee performs a very important role; people will never know about 95 per cent of our work, but it is 
very important for democracy and human rights in this state, and it is very important for corruption prevention in 
this state. 
 


