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Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Third Report —  
‘A good year’: The work of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission 

Resumed from 24 February. 
Motion 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I move — 
That the report be noted. 

This is the third report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, and it is effectively 
a reprint of the report of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission. It focuses on 
two areas in particular. Members will be aware that the parliamentary inspector is a legislated overseer of some of 
the actions and functions of the Corruption and Crime Commission. Over the past year, that role has been taken 
up by the current inspector, Matthew Zilko, SC, and this is his report that the committee wishes to make available 
to members of the chamber. 
This report deals primarily with two areas. The first is, under the functions of the Corruption and Crime Commission 
and the parliamentary inspector, how the public is informed about the outcomes of an investigation, particularly 
ones that do not proceed. Members may be aware that, for a long time, investigations that have originated through 
a report from the public or from a department—we are looking particularly at matters from the public in this report—
will be looked at by the CCC to determine whether the matter is within its jurisdiction and whether an investigation 
should occur. In many circumstances, the CCC will say that the matter does not fall within the parameters of the 
Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act, and therefore it will not proceed. However, there has been no mechanism 
to inform people that that was the outcome of their complaint to the CCC. In recent times, there has been a change 
to the way this process has been undertaken. An increased number of responses have come from the CCC to tell 
people that it is unable to investigate a complaint for a range of reasons. The most recent iteration of this advice 
includes a paragraph to the effect that if the person is unhappy with an outcome, an option available is to contact 
the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission to relay their concerns. This has meant that 
many people who think that they have been poorly treated, and that the area of corruption they are outlining is serious 
and they are a victim, will see this line and immediately take their issue to the parliamentary inspector. This has 
resulted in a significant increase in the number of matters that have come before the parliamentary inspector. In 
finding 1 of the report, Mr Zilko writes — 

In 2020–21 the office of Matthew Zilko SC, Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission, 
investigated 98 new matters. This was a 72% increase on matters investigated in 2019–20. 
59 of these matters were complaints from the public about an aspect of the Corruption and Crime Commission’s 
assessment of their complaint. This was a 79% increase in these complaints since 2019–20. 

Making the public and the complainant aware that the next step that they might undertake is to refer the matter to 
the parliamentary inspector has resulted in the parliamentary inspector receiving a greater number of requests to 
change the direction of the CCC. I am certain that we can guarantee that in the vast majority of cases, the 
parliamentary inspector will be ultimately telling these people that the CCC’s position as related to them is correct, 
and that either the CCC does not have the jurisdiction to examine this matter or the matter has been examined to 
the satisfaction of both the CCC and the parliamentary inspector, but it occupies an enormous amount of time. In 
this report, the parliamentary inspector identifies that this is creating a significantly increased workload. I will read 
the only recommendation of the report, which appears on page 6 — 

That the Attorney General direct the Department of Justice in its review of the Corruption, Crime and 
Misconduct Act 2003 to review if legislative change is required to prescribe or clarify whether the 
commission is authorised to disclose information which demonstrates that the complaint has been dealt 
with in an appropriate way. 

I think the parliamentary inspector is simply saying that if there were a capacity within the CCC to explain why it 
cannot investigate a particular matter or why it is not within the jurisdiction of the CCC, or that the matter has 
been determined not to be an issue of serious misconduct, for example, rather than just saying that it has decided 
not to look into the matter, it can say that it has looked into the matter and determined that it cannot proceed under 
the legislation for these reasons. This would seem to be a fairly simple and relative easy change, but, like most 
things, what it seems to be and what it actually is are a little different. There are immense complications with the 
functions of the CCC, particularly in the description of corrupt activity. It would be difficult in many cases to give 
a fulsome explanation of why somebody’s view of official corruption was not supported by the definitions under 
the act or under the purview of the CCC. This is one of those areas in which I have some sympathy in both 
directions. The parliamentary inspector is getting handballed many of the people who are dissatisfied with the result 
and the outcome. By the same token, I also understand that the CCC is somewhat limited in its ability to respond. 
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The recommendation is worthy of support, and obviously there will be a government response to this in the fullness 
of time, but I think it is appropriate for the Department of Justice to look at the legislation that underpins the CCC 
and work out a system that manages this in the best interests of everybody. I can guarantee that at the end of that 
process, there will still be a lot of people who are unhappy. A lot of people make complaints, and, in some 
circumstances, those complaints are either not justified, not real, or do not reflect corruption. I think this will be the 
case. There will still be plenty of unhappy people, but we need a solid process to work out how people who have 
made a complaint are appropriately informed that their complaint is not able to be investigated, or has been looked 
at and determined that it cannot be investigated. It is appropriate that the Department of Justice, under the auspices 
of the Attorney General, looks at this. I recommend that the government considers that recommendation. 
The second part of the report is a bit of a success story for the parliamentary secretary; that is, Mr Zilko had a strong 
view on the use of body-worn cameras by the police force. It is also something that the Joint Standing Committee 
on the Corruption and Crime Commission took an interest in. Western Australia is the only jurisdiction in which the 
removal of a firearm automatically turns on the body cameras worn by police. It is only in circumstances that the 
firearm is drawn that body cameras are automatically turned on. They can be turned on at almost any other time. In 
some jurisdictions they are basically on permanently. Some police officers choose to leave them on, effectively, 
most of the time. Most turn them on and off. Mr Zilko believes, in particular, that the withdrawal of a taser should 
also automatically switch on the body-worn cameras. Body-worn cameras have provided significant evidence 
about interactions between police and the public. There was some concern among police that this would eventually 
become a witch hunt and that their every move would be watched, assessed and determined. The reality is that the 
evidence that has been collected far and away demonstrates that police have acted appropriately. I have seen vision 
identifying the horrible behaviour of people who then say that they were assaulted by the police. Without a demonstration 
of the previous behaviour, that would have seemed absolutely inappropriate. I understand a reluctance among some 
police officers to being filmed all the time—nobody likes that—but the reality is that it has been a good outcome 
for the police service and prosecutions and for removing some fake accusations. The committee absolutely supports 
body cameras being used as much as possible to provide evidence that police are doing the right thing. The 
encouragement of the Parliamentary Inspector to enhance that use has been picked up by police and police are 
taking a far more active role and cameras are being turned on more often with the support of the police executive. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: I talked about the use of body-worn cameras in the consideration of the last report and I want 
to continue that in my contribution on the third report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and 
Crime Commission, A good year: The work of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
We heard from Hon Dr Steve Thomas, the deputy chair of the committee, about when body-worn cameras are 
automatically switched on. It is important to be aware of the policies. I am particularly encouraged by the passage on 
page 12 of the report about the drawing of a taser, which states — 

WA Police advised the committee that it is working on a technical fix which is quite expensive to enable 
this capacity. As at November 2021, the trigger for a taser is not compatible with the BWC system — 

That is, the body-worn camera system — 
but the next generation of tasers will be compatible. 
WA Police said there was an ‘80 per cent body-worn camera available and activated’ in a use of force 
context, which includes the use of taser. If a police officer does not activate a BWC in this context, the 
police question why not. 

These are very encouraging words because when a taser is drawn, it is generally a very tense situation. If the police 
officer in that scenario did not turn on the body-worn camera at the beginning of that interaction with the general 
public, in the heat of the moment it might not be turned on by the officer. A more automatic system ensuring that 
when a taser is drawn the body-worn camera is automatically switched on would provide that safety net to ensure 
that the evidence is captured by the body-worn camera for interactions in a use-of-force incident, so that not only 
is the general public protected, but also evidence is provided for the protection of the officer in question. It is good 
to know that when there is a use-of-force incident and the body-worn camera is not turned on, the police officer 
is then questioned. It is important for any police force to have that internal measure—that is, internal procedures 
for investigation so that officers go through the necessary process to ensure that their use of force complies with 
the relevant regulations and rules. I am hopeful of an update in the near future so that when a taser is drawn, the 
body-worn camera is automatically switched on. That would be a much better situation for all involved. 
I will touch on finding 3 in my last few seconds. Hon John McKechnie described body-worn camera footage as 
“very, very useful” and “a very significant misconduct prevention measure”. 

Point of Order 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: Acting President, I note that time has expired and that you are due to report to the house. 
The government was due to respond to this report by 24 May, but that has not happened. Will that information be 
reported to the house? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Peter Foster): One moment; I will seek some advice. Leader of the House? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I give the honourable member my commitment that I will follow up on what has happened 
to that. 
Consideration of report adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
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