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CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION AMENDMENT BILL 2012 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 21 June. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [12.04 pm]: I rise on behalf of the opposition to say that in relation to the 
Corruption and Crime Commission Amendment Bill 2012, the opposition not only has serious concerns, but also 
seriously objects to and will oppose what is at the heart of this bill; that is, to confer upon—I notice that the 
Premier is not in the chamber—the Corruption and Crime Commission — 

[Quorum formed.]  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The opposition will oppose the central plank of this bill, which is to be found in part 4 and 
part 5A of the bill. Principally, this covers clauses 95 through to clause 101, upon which the opposition will seek 
division when we come to consideration in detail in due course. Just for clarity, we notice that the bill before the 
Parliament is now in a consolidated form. The government has provided us with a colour-coded copy of the bill 
that is broken down into those parts of the bill that deal with different areas of reform of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission Act 2003. In the government’s consolidated amendments, the blue text shows amendments 
relating to misconduct; the red text shows amendments proposed to crime and organised crime; the orange text 
relates to assumed identities and controlled operations; the pink text refers to fortification; and the green text 
refers to other amendments to the Corruption and Crime Commission Act. Central to our opposition to this bill 
are those parts in the consolidated amendment bill that have been conveniently highlighted in red by the 
government. The opposition strenuously objects to those parts. We object to them on the basis that this will 
introduce into the scheme of things and into the CCC’s work and jurisdiction an inescapable and insurmountable 
conflict of interest. 

I note that the honourable Premier has challenged the opposition, that if we oppose this section we are not 
dinkum in the fight against organised crime. Nothing could be further from the truth. In fact, as I will argue in 
my contribution to debate on this second reading speech, this bill is in danger of providing a free kick to 
organised crime. I am not alone and nor is the opposition alone in that view. We notice that the chief political 
reporter for The West Australian in his recently published article of 2 August 2012 states — 

But there’s an elephant in the room at present — 

Which is the conflict of interest between the police agency and the CCC under the proposed amendments — 

that’s twice the size of Dumbo … 

We agree. Nor is the chief political reporter for The West Australian alone in that view. We note that in 2010 the 
tenth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, which dealt with this 
proposal, cites correspondence from Police Commissioner O’Callaghan. I read from page 171 of that report —  

If, as the Commission —  

That is, the Corruption and Crime Commission —  

asserts, more often than not organised crime involves public sector corruption, it must follow that there 
is a risk that the public sector corruption will be found within the ranks of WA Police. 
If the Commission engages in joint operations with WA Police, the Commission, notwithstanding its 
appreciation of the risk of the connection between organised crime and public sector corruption, will be 
collaborating with those it is obliged under the CCC Act to oversee. Furthermore, any agency that 
investigates organised crime runs the risk of itself being infiltrated by corruption. 

So wrote Commissioner O’Callaghan, clearly identifying this conflict. Is this conflict a theoretical conflict? Is it 
just a theoretical proposition that Commissioner O’Callaghan advances — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you think it is a conflict you speaking on this bill when you have been subject to 
investigation? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Who was the subject of investigation? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: There have been a few CCC inquiries on the Labor Party, haven’t there, over the years? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Thank you, Premier. 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr C.J. Barnett: Calm down. I am making the point that the shadow spokesperson is arguing about a potential 
conflict. 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, Premier. Thank you, members. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I take the interjection. What is the conflict? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Your argument is that there is a conflict. I am saying that we have people in this chamber who 
have been involved in CCC investigations. Is that a conflict? I do not think so, but is it? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No, of course it is not. I have been investigated by the CCC and, as the Premier well 
knows, although misrepresented to this Parliament yesterday, cleared of everything and commended by the CCC. 
There is no conflict in that at all. The conflict is what Commissioner O’Callaghan identified in his 
correspondence, which was picked up by the chief political reporter of The West Australian. That conflict is, as 
Commissioner O’Callaghan—it is not a Labor party assertion, but a statement by the Commissioner of Police of 
Western Australia—wrote — 

If the Commission engages in joint operations with WA Police, the Commission, notwithstanding its 
appreciation of the risk of the connection between organised crime and public sector corruption, will be 
collaborating with those it is obliged under the CCC Act to oversee. Furthermore, any agency that 
investigates organised crime runs the risk of itself being infiltrated by corruption. 

There is of course no more stark example of this than the case of the former assistant commissioner of the New 
South Wales Crime Commission, Mark Standen, who, prior to that, had been an assistant commissioner of police 
in New South Wales. While he was an assistant commissioner of the New South Wales Crime Commission, and 
having written extensively on organised crime, he was exposed by the Police Integrity Commission as being 
instrumental in organising huge drug transactions in New South Wales and in the importation of drugs to 
Australia, which earned him, I believe, 20 or 25 years’ imprisonment. In Western Australia, under the proposed 
arrangements put forward by the government, there will be no independent oversight, as there is in New South 
Wales, of the CCC in performing its organised crime functions. Indeed, the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission, chaired by Hon Nick Goiran of the other place and upon which sat the 
member for Swan Hills, who was in complete concurrence—it was a unanimous report—noted that the 
parliamentary inspector’s office does not have the capacity to oversight the CCC in the performance of the 
functions now proposed by the government. That is why we will oppose all those passages in red in the 
consolidated amended bill kindly provided to us by the government.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Are you opposing the bill or just parts of the bill?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No, we strenuously oppose those passages in red, which is part 3 of the bill. If they remain 
in the bill, we will oppose the bill.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: So, on a second reading vote you are going to vote against the bill?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It depends what happens in consideration in detail. I do not want to take any more 
interjections. We will deal with that in consideration in detail.  

The Labor opposition does not oppose the transference of minor misconduct matters to the Public Sector 
Commission. Although we are very concerned with the transference of the education function of the CCC to the 
Public Sector Commission, we will not ultimately reject the bill on that basis. However, if the parts of the bill 
that the government has highlighted in red in the consolidated amendments stand after consideration in detail, we 
will oppose the bill. It will be very interesting to see how the member for Swan Hills, a member of the 
committee that came up with the recommendations so strongly opposed to this model, votes in this regard. If 
those amendments remain, we will have to oppose the bill. We do not want to see the fight against organised 
crime in this state compromised in the way that will happen under this bill. The Spanish–American 
philosopher — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It sounds to me like you are soft on fighting organised crime.  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Thank you, members! The member for Mindarie has the floor.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The Premier interjects with his baseless, hollow chant of “soft on crime”. We are 
supporting the Liberal Party’s members on the joint standing committee who, in a well-reasoned report, 
strenuously opposed what the Premier is proposing. The committee strenuously opposed that in the report that I 
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have cited and will cite again. If the Premier is to be consistent, he should direct his chant at the Commissioner 
of Police who in his correspondence to the joint standing committee also opposed the model. He said — 

Furthermore, any agency that investigates organised crime runs the risk of itself being infiltrated by 
corruption. 

Spanish–American philosopher George Santayana said that those who forget history are bound to repeat it. We 
have seen examples of this before in the Corruption and Crime Commission’s predecessor, the Anti-Corruption 
Commission. The ACC was set up to be an oversight body, but became involved in primary investigation. Not 
many in this house would remember the events of 1999 and 2000 when the ACC became involved in a primary 
way in the investigation of alleged organised crime within the armed robbery squad of the Western Australia 
Police service and executed a warrant on the armed robbery squad. As a result of that investigation and the 
warrant that it executed, the ACC charged Detective Sergeant Nugent of the armed robbery squad with 
possession of amphetamines at that squad with intent to sell or supply. He was absent at the Melbourne Cup in 
Melbourne and the ACC obtained the key to his filing cabinet, opened his drawer and produced, as part of the 
evidence brief sent to me when I was in those days representing the police, a photograph of the inside of his 
drawer with a packet of amphetamines on top of his business cards. The ACC charged Detective Sergeant 
Nugent for possessing amphetamine with intent to sell or supply. The matter was sent to the Director of Public 
Prosecutions for prosecution because it was an indictable matter and in the course of that prosecution, Mr Cock, 
the DPP, forwarded to me the videotape of the search. No-one had looked at the videotape properly. I played it in 
slow motion. Whoever was carrying the camera was carrying it around at hip height and watching the video on 
the screen made the viewer giddy. But at home I took the time to play it in slow motion. Then when I saw the 
filing cabinet, I slowed it down to frame by frame by frame. The video camera—this is from the Anti-Corruption 
Commission—had passed over the drawer, and when I stopped the frame, I saw there were no drugs in the 
drawer. A clock was running on the bottom of the screen. About four minutes later I heard someone from the 
ACC say, “Hey; look what I’ve found over here.” The camera went back there, and sitting on his business cards 
was a packet of amphetamines. When I drew this to the attention of the Director of Public Prosecutions, he was 
outraged, and he immediately stopped the prosecution. After stopping the prosecution, he said, as reported in The 
West Australian on, I think, 8 February 2000, that this was outrageous, and a huge embarrassment. 
Commissioner Matthews said it was a huge embarrassment to the police force. The ACC head, Mr Terry 
O’Connor, said it was a huge embarrassment. But there was no independent oversight body to investigate what 
had happened, because the ACC itself was involved in the investigation and was implicated in the moving or the 
planting of the drugs within Detective Sergeant Nugent’s drawer. So there was no investigation. 

It is proposed in this bill that the Corruption and Crime Commission will now not be an oversight body looking 
at police conduct but will itself become involved as a primary investigator, without there being any independent 
oversight of its investigations at all. There will be only the possibility of going to the parliamentary inspector. 
The government itself does not place high importance on the office of parliamentary inspector. In fact, we do not 
have a parliamentary inspector at the moment; we have an acting parliamentary inspector. In any event, the 
office of the parliamentary inspector has only one staffer, Mr Murray Alder. He cannot possibly investigate the 
investigations into organised crime conducted by the CCC—not a possibility. The Joint Standing Committee on 
the Corruption and Crime Commission, which is chaired by Hon Nick Goiran and of which the member for 
Swan Hills is a member, identified that without massive increases to the resources of the parliamentary 
inspector, that office could not possibly oversee the investigations conducted by the CCC. 

These matters that I have referred to, such as Detective Sergeant Nugent’s case and the next case to which I will 
refer, are not matters of historical interest. As the philosopher Santayana said, “Those who forget history are 
doomed to repeat it.” Who will forget what was known as—I am sure the member for Churchlands will not—the 
case of the Kalgoorlie five, who were detectives? There was Detective Sergeant Reilly and his brother, a 
detective in Perth, and intercepts of telephone calls about Christmas presents that the ACC interpreted as code 
for the transmission of drugs between Perth and Kalgoorlie. I remember it well because I was involved in 
representing these officers for a short period before I came to this place. I can well remember how an informant 
was paid in instalments. The ACC was operating as the primary investigator, and it paid to an informant $20 000 
in instalments. The informant said, “If you give me $6 000, I’ll be able to make the contact through the police 
with the suppliers.” The ACC gave him $6 000. Then he came back to them a week or 10 days later and said, “If 
you give me a further $6 000, they’ll be able to get enough of the drugs through to confirm that it is the 
amphetamines.” So the Anti-Corruption Commission—Terry O’Connor’s outfit; no wonder Mr O’Connor, QC, 
earned his nickname—gave him another $6 000, only to be approached again about two weeks later by the same 
informant who said, “If you give me a further $8 000, we’ll complete the deal and get the drugs.” Unbeknown to 
the ACC, the same bloke then rang me up and said, “I know that these police have been falsely accused. If you 
give me $20 000, Mr Quigley, I’ll give you the proof that they’re being falsely accused.” I could not believe 
what I was hearing. I said, “Can you repeat that?” and I taped it with my dictaphone held to my phone and 
immediately took it to the internal affairs unit of the Western Australian police department. Further information 
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came to hand through horse trainers at Ascot, because this chap was mixed up in the horseracing fraternity, that 
he was appearing in the ring every week with wads of cash. The West Australian published on its front page that 
he had taken the ACC for a ride for $20 000. He did not have any information, but had gambled the $20 000, 
which the ACC could not recover. There was no oversight body into the ACC. The ACC lost its credibility 
entirely because of that case and the Nugent case in which drugs had been moved or planted in the course of the 
investigation into the armed robbery squad. Following those two cases, the Western Australian Police Union 
held public meetings to voice its lack of confidence in the ACC and demand a royal commission for a better way 
to have independent oversight of the police.  
I return to what George Santayana said, “Those who forget history are doomed to repeat it.” Out of the Kennedy 
royal commission, and in February 2003 the roundtable conference with the police union, the police department 
and all the stakeholders concerned with oversight of investigations into police corruption, came the model of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission. There would be established a body independent of the police to oversight 
allegations of police corruption and to investigate those matters, because it could not continue as it was. 
Therefore, a body was set up, the CCC, to provide independence. That body has not been entirely successful in 
the discharge of that function. In fact — 
Mr C.J. Barnett: It ended up overseeing corruption in the Labor government. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: In fact, in the eighteenth report in this Parliament by the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission of 2011, the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime 
Commission, Hon Chris Steytler, QC, who has since resigned from the position, said that of the 381 complaints 
of excessive force received by the CCC, only three had been subject to independent investigation by the CCC. 
Mr Justice Steytler on page 28 of the report states — 

The information provided by the CCC is troubling. It reveals that the CCC has, between 1 July 2009 — 

That is, not during the period of investigations into the former government, but during this government’s term — 
and 31 March 2011, received 381 complaints of the use of excessive force by WAP but has 
independently investigated only one of these. 
Moreover, it seems that this state of affairs extends to complaints which, prima facie, are both serious 
and credible. Each of the complaints made in the two incidents described in III above seem to me to fall 
into that category. Furthermore, the incident involving Mr Quartermaine — 

He was the gentleman whose car the police shot up, I think in Narrogin — 

plainly fell within that category, as the CCC ultimately recognised, but this was, as I have said, 
investigated only after my intervention, some years after the complaint was made. 

There is a culture within the Corruption and Crime Commission of resistance to independent investigation of 
allegations of excessive force or assault by police. 

Indeed, I was approached very recently by a 17-year-old female constituent. She will remain nameless because 
she is a juvenile. At the time of the events described, she had graduated from a high school in my constituency 
and was awaiting induction into the school of nursing at Edith Cowan University; she was not working at the 
time but was having six months off. One day during this period she took her BMX bike, in the middle of the day, 
to the community centre at Clarkson to ride her bike in the skate park that is provided for that very purpose for 
the youth of the area. Whilst there, committing no offence, but just riding her BMX bike in the skate park, she 
was approached by two mounted police who immediately demanded her name. Her ID was in her backpack by 
the side of the skate park, so she went to her backpack, which also contained her mobile telephone. She related to 
me that her intention had been to ring her mother, who is a teachers’ assistant for disabled children at a primary 
school in my electorate, to seek her help. As she went to her backpack, a mounted policeman dismounted—this 
is on her allegation; I have to give the mounted policeman the presumption of innocence at this stage—put her 
hand up behind her back, forced her to the ground, handcuffed and restrained her on the ground. This happened 
about 70 metres from my electorate office, which makes it 120 metres from the Clarkson Police Station. He then 
called for a van to transport her—120 metres from the Clarkson Police Station! He held this juvenile, who has 
never committed an offence and is awaiting induction into the school of nursing at ECU, on the ground for a 
considerable period of time while a van was dispatched from Joondalup all the way to Clarkson. This innocent 
young girl was then put in the back of the van and transported to the Clarkson Police Station, where she was put 
into an adult cell. 

She was then told that she would not be released from the adult cell until she had signed a consent form for the 
identifying procedure under the Criminal Investigation (Identifying People) Act. This is a juvenile who has not 
been allowed to speak to her mother! She then signed the form because otherwise she would not have been 
released. After she signed the form, she was fingerprinted and other forensic examinations were made. She was 
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not interviewed in relation to any offence, and then she was issued with a juvenile caution. The juvenile caution 
she was issued with is incredible; it was issued only a couple of months ago, and the offence was obstructing a 
public officer. The brief summary of the offence states that she was asked for details of ID at the skateboard park 
by the police, that she refused, was arrested for passive resistance and was restrained and handcuffed. 

Just so that the house does not think that I am just making this story up, I seek leave to lay on the table for the 
rest of the day the juvenile caution notice—I have obliterated the juvenile’s name—and the form she was 
coerced into signing. 

[The papers were tabled for the information of members.] 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The mother then rang the police because members of the public saw this young lass being 
held down. The police switched her through to the officer who did all this, and he was then aggressive towards 
the mother on the phone. She then rang up the CCC and complained to them, and they just batted her away. She 
then made an appointment to come and see me, and I did two things: I wrote to the police setting all this out and 
attached those forms that are now on the middle of the table in this chamber that members can read, and I wrote 
to the CCC setting it out. I pointed out to the CCC my concerns, given the report of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission that the CCC had looked at only one of the 383 matters it 
had received, and that at least this amendment would give us the vehicle to examine how well the CCC deals 
with these complaints. I got two responses out of that letter. The first response was from a very senior police 
officer—I will never give him up—who rang me to say, “Hey, Quigs; we’ve seen your letter. Look; he’s from 
our section. We’ll give the complaint a run”—whatever “a run” means—“and then we’ll come and have a cup of 
coffee with you and sort it out.” In 2012, that was the police response! The CCC’s response was to send me a 
letter addressed to Mr John Quigley, MLA, at Clarkson stamped “Private and Confidential” saying that I have 
threatened the CCC because I intend to raise the matter in Parliament; I have threatened the CCC! There is a 
reluctance—a clear resistance—by the CCC to look at these matters; it is the CCC’s culture. I am not going to be 
intimidated by receiving such a threatening letter from the CCC falsely accusing me of intimidation. It tried that 
on His Excellency the Governor. Who will ever forget it? His Excellency the Governor, in his previous capacity 
as Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission, had the temerity to put in a report critical 
of some of the investigations conducted by the CCC. What was the CCC’s response? It was to belt off down to 
the Supreme Court to get an injunction to stop Mr McCusker filing his report in this Parliament. He was our 
inspector, and there was the CCC trying to injunct him from telling us what was going on! Now it is proposed, 
notwithstanding this culture, to vest within the CCC jurisdiction for it to carry out primary investigations into 
organised crime. I hear the chant from the Premier, “soft on crime”, which is one that he must direct at the 
Commissioner of Police, who himself has raised his serious concerns that I have already read out. Those serious 
concerns have also been voiced by the member for Swan Hills who is in this chamber and who may have been 
suborned by the Premier in the intervening time not to raise objection in this Parliament or not to repeat his 
objections in this Parliament, which were set out in the well-reasoned report of the joint standing committee. 

We are not told how the provisions in this bill will operate. Indeed, Superintendent Carver, who was the highly 
regarded officer in charge of the organised crime unit, said that this measure presents real problems in the fight 
against organised crime, given that the CCC’s position is that it will not accept police officers embedded into its 
operations; that is, it will run completely separate operations once the reference group refers a matter to the CCC 
for investigations. At page 163 of the committee’s tenth report, Superintendent Carver said — 

I would like to point out the comments of the Commissioner of the CCC … that the Commission does 
not contemplate seconding WAPOL officers to the Commission in respect of either its misconduct 
function or organised crime function. If that is the case, it is my view that the relationship will not work 
as effectively as it could as it demonstrates the distrust of WAPOL officers, … 

That is, distrust of WAPOL officers by the CCC.  

Finding 7, which the member for Swan Hills advanced, states — 

Should the CCC be given an enhanced organised crime function, it will compete with the WA Police 
for funding to discharge the same function. 

Superintendent Carver, after being shown the draft findings, is quoted in the joint standing committee report as 
saying — 

… I concur with this finding and have some serious concerns about the ability of the CCC, with limited 
human resources even in the future, to be able to operate in the same jurisdiction. The CCC will fall 
across the same targets in Western Australia that law enforcement agencies are working on. The AFP, 
customs and the ACC — 

That is, the Australian Crime Commission — 
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are currently operating in the same environment. These law enforcement agencies have a close working 
relationship with WAPOL and share on a daily basis. I have customs people embedded in my office 
upstairs on the seventh floor of Curtin House. I have AFP officers embedded as well. The sharing of 
information is constant; it has to be to keep in front. They share information and work together on joint 
agency operations as previously shown to you. The CCC has indicated that it is not willing to share or 
disclose methodology or information with WAPOL. Again, this is problematic. 

This is the very point Commissioner O’Callaghan made when he expressed his objection to this model that has 
been proposed by the government.  

Superintendent Carver also talked about the costings for the CCC, which the CCC came up with. Superintendent 
Carver makes the point that the CCC going into the organised crime investigation area will be expensive because 
the investigations are long running and very complex. Former Commissioner Roberts-Smith, QC, set out the 
CCC’s own estimates of the costs to run a proper organised crime function. The figures are quoted on page 137 
of the report and began with the financial year 2011–2012. That is a year old, so we can push that out a year to 
2012–13. The figures over five years were $5 693 000, $8 201 000, $9 369 000, $9 434 000 and $9 434 000, 
totalling $42 131 000, to ramp up a proper organised crime function within the CCC. Not one dollar is allocated 
in this year’s budget for that. In the budget estimates process I asked the former Attorney General what proposals 
there were for the funding of the CCC if the Premier’s thought bubble was given legs and wings—it was only the 
Premier who came forward with this idea. We were simply told that it would be cost neutral because the 
education function and the minor misconduct function would be taken from the CCC and vested in the Public 
Sector Commission. They are trying to tell us that the education function and the misconduct function would 
cost upwards of $8 million a year. No figures were supplied. No; this will all just be cost neutral! If this proposal 
goes ahead and if the consolidated amendments marked in red are agreed to—that is, part 3 of the bill—then this 
will be a free kick to organised crime.  

Superintendent Carver was asked, when he appeared before the committee, what is the best way to fight 
organised crime in Western Australia. His answer was unambiguous—to supply the Western Australian police 
force with the same level of resources that police in other states have. Organised crime has been given no 
priority, on an ongoing basis, by the Western Australian police force. It has only been funded on a reactive basis. 
Superintendent Carver pleaded for funds to be quarantined to the organised crime squad so that it could run these 
long-running and complex investigations. Instead of giving that funding to the Western Australian police force, 
the government has decided to make it look good by saying, “We’re going to have the Corruption and Crime 
Commission look at organised crime, and anyone who opposes this is soft on crime”! What woolly-headed 
thinking! It is disingenuous in the extreme. One could not say that the forensic, investigative skills of the CCC, 
as exposed by its work to date on matters such as the Mike Allen case et al, display to the public or to this 
Parliament a high level of forensic skills that will be required to crack the hard nut of organised crime. No way! 
We, the opposition, agree that there is room to amend the CCC legislation and thereby save funds from its 
$25 million a year budget. The Corruption and Crime Commission gets $25 million a year; the Office of the 
Director of Public Prosecutions gets $31 million a year, and it has to cover prosecutions throughout the state at 
every level. We say those savings could be well made, and the funds saved could be quarantined to the organised 
crime squad.  
What function would the CCC have? The very important function the CCC would have is involvement in the 
oversight and application of the exceptional powers legislation for which it has responsibility; that is, when 
people are identified or suspected of being involved in serious organised crime, an application can be made 
before the CCC to use it as a crime commission and bring the suspects in for investigation. Have a look at the 
budget and look at what has happened over the past year—there has been one application made. It has fallen into 
total disuse. Why did it fall into total disuse? Why have these enormous exceptional powers that this Parliament 
conferred upon the Western Australian police and the CCC fallen into abeyance? Because of the temerity of 
Aboudi—he was one of the accused from the Metro nightclub shooting that involved Mercanti et al—and others 
from the Coffin Cheaters in challenging these powers all the way to the High Court. When they were under 
challenge to the High Court, the Commissioner of Police declined to use the powers because they were all under 
appeal to the High Court. Guess what, my fellow members? The state of Western Australia won. The state of 
Western Australia received from the High Court ratification of the constitutionality of these laws, but the police 
commissioner came up with the lame excuse, “It’s all too hard. We’re not making any more of these 
applications. It’s all too complex. We’re not making any more of these applications.” Because the police 
commissioner had decided not to bring any more exceptional powers inquiries before the CCC, the CCC said, 
“The police seem incompetent in this area—give us the organised crime jurisdiction.” It is a joke. It is an 
absolute disgrace. This Parliament conferred upon both the Corruption and Crime Commission and the 
Commissioner of Police exceptional powers to take on organised crime and outlaw motorcycle groups. The laws 
have fallen into disuse simply because one such gangster appealed to the High Court and lost. I could understand 
them falling into disuse if he had appealed to the High Court and won and the laws were then declared 
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unconstitutional, but they were upheld and now we are giving up on their application. It is a disgrace. The 
minister has said he will fix this by sending the whole organised crime warrant to the Corruption and Crime 
Commission. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 4726.] 
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