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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 

Eighth Report — “Corruption and Crime Commission Report on the Investigation of Alleged Public Sector 
Misconduct in Relation to the Activities of an Associate to a Judge of the District Court of Western Australia” — 

Tabling 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [10.05 am]: I present for tabling the eighth report of the Joint Standing Committee on 
the Corruption and Crime Commission entitled “Corruption and Crime Commission Report on the Investigation 
of Alleged Public Sector Misconduct in Relation to the Activities of an Associate to a Judge of the District Court 
of Western Australia”. 

[See paper 1933.]  

Mr J.N. HYDE: This report attaches a precis of a Corruption and Crime Commission report that was presented 
by the commission to the joint standing committee and to the Attorney General on 25 February 2010. In 
preparing this precis for the committee, after the committee had read the full report, the commission removed 
from the original report some sensitive operational information and some information about the criminal 
activities and backgrounds of persons that Ms A—an associate to a judge of the District Court—chose to 
associate with. We have accepted the commission’s advice and are referring to this person as Ms A in this report. 

The committee considered it important to table this precis in Parliament for two reasons. Firstly, to bring to 
Parliament’s attention the investigation and the recommendations of the CCC, and, secondly, to better 
Parliament’s understanding of how the committee has chosen to deal with this particular report and the CCC’s 
ability to present reports to the committee rather than to the full Parliament. The committee accepts that the 
entirety of the original report should not be tabled because of the inclusion of sensitive operational information 
and information pertaining to upcoming criminal trials. The committee considers that the presentation in 
Parliament of the precis of the original report is a sensible compromise between the commissioner’s original 
reasons for non-publication and the committee’s desire to inform Parliament of the committee’s investigations 
and recommendations. 

I turn now to the substance of the report. In the report, it appears that Ms A was a user of prohibited drugs while 
an associate to a judge in the District Court and had a number of criminal associations and may have been 
engaging in unlawful activity resulting from the suspected use of prohibited drugs over a number of years. The 
commission set out to determine whether it could identify any systemic failings within either the District Court 
administration or the Department of the Attorney General that may have facilitated the occurrence of the acts of 
misconduct that have been identified. The commission’s investigation discovered that Ms A was an associate of 
the District Court judge from 2000 until her conviction in 2009. As an associate, Ms A had access to the total 
offender management solution database—TOMS. That is the restricted access database in the Department of 
Corrective Services that contains details about prisoners in Western Australia. She also had access to the lower 
court’s criminal case management system—CHIPS. CHIPS contains details of court dates and charges for 
criminal offenders and it also shows the judicial officers who have been listed to hear a particular matter. The 
commission’s investigation revealed that Ms A was accessing the databases to obtain details about drug dealers 
and passing that information on to third parties. On 17 August 2009, Ms A pleaded guilty to 25 charges in the 
Magistrates Court. On 5 October 2009 she was sentenced to imprisonment for 14 months. On 24 November 2009 
she lodged an appeal against sentence, and on 7 December 2009 the Supreme Court allowed the appeal and re-
sentenced Ms A for a term of imprisonment of 10 months suspended for 18 months. 

The CCC addresses systemic issues within the administration of the District Court of Western Australia and the 
Department of the Attorney General. The commission states that the various computer systems and databases 
used within the District Court are not under the control of judges; they are owned and controlled by the 
Department of the Attorney General or the Department of Corrective Services. In the commission’s assessment 
the Department of the Attorney General and the District Court administration did not have strategies in place to 
undertake an adequate or an effective risk management assessment of potential threats to the integrity and 
reputation of the District Court caused by Ms A’s actual or suspected inappropriate or improper associations 
and/or drug related associations. In particular, they did not undertake steps necessary to ensure, with respect to 
information management systems, that sufficient safeguards were in place to mitigate against unauthorised 
access and disclosure, including audit tracking and monitoring the access to confidential and sensitive 
information. They also did not conduct adequate or regular vetting of court staff; and, thirdly, they did not have 
adequate procedures in place to deal with allegations of misconduct by court staff.  

Under the issue of appointment of court staff without vetting or screening, there appears to be no information 
that Ms A had a drug habit at the time of her appointment, but information held by WA Police indicates that she 
had known some of her associates referred to in this report for a long period of time. Some of these persons had 
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substantial criminal records and were known by the WA Police in relation to the supply of prohibited drugs. Had 
these associations been disclosed or otherwise become known in the course of an appropriate vetting process the 
potential risk to the District Court would have been identified. That did not happen. The CCC states that it is a 
concern that the vetting of prospective staff, when Ms A was appointed as an associate back in 2000, involved 
only a criminal history check of the proposed appointee, although not even that was conducted on her. In the 
opinion of the commission, the vetting threshold for prospective staff at the District Court, particularly the 
appointment of staff with access to confidential information or material, should be higher than that. Regular 
vetting would also serve to remind and further educate staff about the standards of behaviour expected of District 
Court staff, including integrity and the need to maintain proper associations and the need to disclose those which 
may be potentially problematical to them or to the District Court.  

The CCC report comments on the inability of the Department of the Attorney General to audit Ms A’s computer 
usage. The investigation by the commission of alleged public sector misconduct in relation to the activities of Ms 
A was hindered by the fact that the District Court administration and the Department of the Attorney General 
were unable to provide the commission with an audit of Ms A’s access or, indeed, access by others to restricted 
and sensitive information available through the Total Offender Management Solution and CHIPS databases. The 
commission used specialised equipment to undertake forensic examination of Ms A’s computer; however, as her 
computer had been replaced prior to December 2008 and the hard drive of the previous computer wiped clean 
and disposed of, the commission was unable to undertake a forensic examination of the computer usage prior to 
that time. The lack of system audit capabilities is a systemic problem that in the opinion of the commission in 
part explains why Ms A’s conduct was able to go undetected for a considerable length of time. Until this 
problem is rectified there is a risk that unauthorised access of restricted databases by the District Court or 
Department of the Attorney General’s staff has occurred or is occurring without detection. There is also a risk 
that such unauthorised access may be about, or more likely to occur, due to the absence of regular audits and 
monitoring of computer usage. The Department of the Attorney General has pointed out to the commission that 
due to the age of the CHIPS system it would be extremely difficult to implement full audit and ongoing 
monitoring capability at this time.  

The commission also notes that as the recruitment and staffing arrangements are similar, there is no reason to 
believe the situation in the Supreme Court with respect to the employment of judges’ associates is any less 
problematic from a security point of view than the situation in the District Court. In this report, the CCC makes a 
recommendation that in consultation with the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of WA, the Chief Judge of the 
District Court of WA and the Chief Magistrate of the Magistrates Court, the Department of the Attorney General 
should conduct a systemic review of the policies, practices and procedures in order to assess the capabilities of 
the administrations of the respective state courts to undertake an adequate and effective risk management 
assessment of the potential threats to the integrity and reputation of each court and to determine strategies to 
address identified shortcomings. The review should include an assessment of the need for, and the capability of, 
each court to manage the threats identified in this report relating to the vetting of court staff, audit tracking and 
monitoring of access to restricted databases and the capacity to deal with allegations of misconduct. The 
commission acknowledges and records its appreciation for the invaluable assistance, cooperation and support 
provided by the Chief Judge of the District Court and Mr Robert Christie, the Executive Manager of the District 
Court, during the period relative to the investigation, and particularly during the covert stage of the investigation 
from the middle of February 2009 to early June 2009. One of the reasons that the committee determined it was 
important that the précis of this report was made public was so that parliamentarians and the public are aware of 
the extensive detailed work that the CCC does undertake, much of it in a covert way that people are not aware of, 
and how necessary it is to ensure that its activities in the state of Western Australia are being held to the highest 
standards.  

The committee commends the CCC for the work that it is doing, even though it may often appear to people who 
are not fully aware of the workings of the CCC that investigations are undertaken in a lengthy, laborious or time-
consuming way. The committee is confident that this is a very important process and that the CCC has done a 
very good service to the state in bringing this matter to the committee’s attention.  
 


