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Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Twenty-eighth Report —  
“Proceeds of crime and unexplained wealth: A role for the Corruption and Crime Commission?” 

Resumed from 12 September. 

Motion 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

This is the twenty-eighth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, 
entitled “Proceeds of crime and unexplained wealth: A role for the Corruption and Crime Commission?” The 
report was tabled in this house on 28 June and in the other place on 7 August. Before I start, members will recall 
that I last week moved that debate on this report be adjourned to the next sitting, and the chamber agreed. The 
rationale at the time for moving that adjournment was that we wanted to know whether a response to this report 
would be provided by the government. I have had discussions with the Attorney General and he has asked me to 
indicate this afternoon that the government intends to respond to the report and that we can expect its response 
by the deadline—if I can use that word—of 7 November 2012. 

That is unfortunate, but it reflects the standing orders of the other place. This committee is a joint standing 
committee and is subject to those standing orders. It is somewhat exasperating because this report was tabled in 
this place on 28 June. Had it been subject to the standing orders of this chamber, a response would have been 
required within two months—in other words, by 28 August—and today we would have been in a position to be 
able to deal with it. Unfortunately, that is not the case. When this report was tabled in this place on 28 June, the 
other house was not sitting; it had started its winter recess a little earlier than us, so we had to wait until the end 
of the winter recess for the report to be tabled in that house. It is just due to an unfortunate technicality that we 
will not be able to see the government’s response until November, but it is what it is. 

Although I will not seek to have this matter deferred—certainly if other members are of that view, I will not have 
a problem with it—I have found the whole situation in respect of the Corruption and Crime Commission and the 
mooted reforms exasperating, and today is no exception in that regard. I recommend to members that they take 
the opportunity to read the twenty-eighth report of this committee.  

If one holds the view that the commission should have some kind of role in investigating organised crime, could 
it be a narrow jurisdiction and do we ask the commission to, in effect, investigate only unexplained wealth in this 
state? Without spoiling the fun for members who will obviously want the opportunity to read the report in detail, 
I draw members’ attention to findings 10 and 12 of the report. Finding 10 reads — 

The optimum model for conducting investigations of unexplained wealth in Western Australia under the 
provisions of the Criminal Property Confiscation Act 2000 would require the creation of a new 
“confiscations agency,” which would operate independently from both the WA Police and the Office of 
the Director of Public Prosecutions. 

I pause at this moment to indicate that part of my frustration and exasperation with the debate about the CCC 
reforms is that it seems to be that some are now of the view that we could get the commission to look only into 
unexplained wealth. People need to understand that that is not the optimum model. The optimum model, as the 
committee found, is to have a separate agency that deals with confiscations. As I say, not everyone is of that 
view. Members should also read finding 12, which reads — 

If the jurisdiction of the Corruption and Crime Commission is to be increased, so as to allow the CCC 
to investigate “unexplained wealth,” under the provisions of the Criminal Property Confiscation Act 
2000, the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 would need to be amended to give the CCC the 
power to initiate civil proceedings, to freeze property, and to maintain custody over frozen property for 
the duration of these investigations. 

I have been to the Queensland version of the CCC, which is the Crime and Misconduct Commission. 
Interestingly, that state’s version of the CCC is the specialist in the area of investigating unexplained wealth, so 
there is an interstate model that is working well in that regard, albeit the CMC, in my view, goes far too far in the 
jurisdiction of the agency. Nevertheless, I recommend the report to members because they will then be able to 
understand and give consideration to whether the CCC should have a narrow jurisdiction in respect of organised 
crime—that being the investigation of unexplained wealth only. Those who are interested in the investigation of 
the proceeds of crime will see from reading the report that there is absolutely no need for the CCC to be involved 
in that because the Director of Public Prosecutions and WA Police are currently undertaking that task—to quote 
from the report—“extremely well”. 
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In the limited time I have left, I want to take the opportunity to put on the record something that is very rarely 
discussed when we consider mooted reforms of the CCC, and that is: where did this whole saga begin? When did 
it begin and who started it? I ask members to turn their minds back to 15 November 2007. They might be aware 
that the oversight committee for the CCC—obviously, I was not a member of the committee at that time and 
certainly was not the chair; I was not even a member of this place—tabled its thirty-first report titled “Inquiry 
into Legislative Amendments to the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003: The Role of the Corruption 
and Crime Commission in Investigating Serious and Organised Crime in Western Australia”. Interestingly, for 
members paying attention, Hon Ken Travers was a member of that committee and—wait for it—that committee, 
in its wisdom, made a series of recommendations, one of which was that the CCC act be amended to enable the 
CCC to have the necessary powers to conduct serious and organised crime investigations either jointly with WA 
Police or independently, subject to bipartisan support from a reference group consisting of the WA Police 
commissioner and the CCC commissioner. It was that particular version of the committee back in 2007, which 
included Hon Ken Travers, that dreamt up this idea that the CCC should become an organised crime fighter. 
After that Gail Archer, Senior Counsel, was directed by the then Labor Attorney General, to undertake a review 
of the CCC act and she published a report in February 2008 that was tabled in Parliament. The Archer report 
makes a series of recommendations, including that the CCC act be amended to, in essence, make the CCC an 
organised crime–fighting organisation. Members need to understand that Ms Archer made no independent 
analysis concerning these recommendations as she found it unnecessary to reinvent the wheel, as she put it, 
given the thorough analysis that had been given to the critical issues by the committee. It then transpired that the 
Archer report was tabled in the Legislative Assembly on 18 March 2008 by the then Labor Attorney General at 
the time and he, in his wisdom, announced that the Labor government supported in principle Ms Archer’s 
recommendation that the CCC be given an expanded function in dealing with serious and organised crime, and 
this was to be exercised by agreement between WA Police and the CCC. 

Members need be under no illusion that this whole saga was actually started by a committee of this particular 
house and taken up with great gusto and enthusiasm by the Labor government when it was in power. Today, of 
course, I read on the front page of The West Australian that these reforms have been torpedoed. I want to put it 
on the record that had it not been for the Labor Attorney General at the time in 2008, we might not have found 
ourselves in this difficult dilemma. People need to take some level of responsibility for that rather than look for a 
cheap headline and the opportunity to jump on the bandwagon. It is only because of the work of this committee 
over the last three and a half years that the ledger has been put back in order and we have some common sense 
around what the reforms might look like. 

Question put and passed. 
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