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Division 38: Corruption and Crime Commission, $33 794 000 — 
Mr N.W. Morton, Chairman. 

Dr K.D. Hames, Minister for Health representing the Attorney General. 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone, Executive Director. 

Mr M.W.R. Hanrahan, Chief Finance Officer. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Butler. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Has Commissioner Macknay now completely exited the commission? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN: The member needs to give a page reference. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am sorry. I will reference page 447, appropriations. Has Commissioner Macknay now 
completely exited the commission? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, as of 14 April. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: How long has the search been going on for a commissioner? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Five months. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Has the committee been able to make a recommendation to government yet of a preferred 
nominee or nominees? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: No, it is not this group that has the capacity to answer that. The member would need to ask 
the committee or me, and I do not know the answer. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: In terms of the remuneration of a commissioner, am I right in my understanding that if it is 
a retired judge, his retirement pension only gets topped up to the judicial salary? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, that is correct. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Given that a retired judge would be taking on the position of Commissioner of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission, and all the responsibilities that that entails, for about 35 per cent of a judicial 
salary, does the minister think that the remuneration arrangements for a commissioner are impeding the search 
for a commissioner? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The executive director will answer that question. 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone: The remuneration for the Commissioner of the Corruption and Crime Commission is 
especially set out in the statute, and former judges are expressly limited by the statute. I understand that there 
may be some consideration of amending the act — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am sorry, Mr Silverstone; my volume cuts in and out here. 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone: Sorry. I understand that some consideration may be given by government to amending 
the act, but I have no absolute knowledge of that. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: To raise the remuneration? 
Mr M.J.W. Silverstone: I understand that is a consideration. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Is the minister able to give us an idea, in terms of the service delivery, what not having a 
commissioner — 

The CHAIRMAN: This is a new question, so we need to know where the member is referencing in the budget 
papers, please. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Certainly. It is item 47 under the delivery of services. For the $33 651 000, without a 
commissioner — 

The CHAIRMAN: Is that page 447? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes, page 447. Without a commissioner, is it not true that the function of the commission 
is somewhat reduced? 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone: The function of the commission is inhibited. The commission has two acting 
commissioners—one a barrister from the bar and one a partner in a legal firm—who stand in, alternating on a 
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fortnightly basis at this stage, but such arrangements, naturally enough, constrain the effort of the commission, 
and we are dependent on the capacity of the acting commissioners to fulfil those functions. 

Mr J. NORBERGER: I draw the minister’s attention to the second bullet point under significant issues 
impacting the agency on page 448. It notes there the fact that there is a significant increase, it would seem, in the 
number of allegations of misconduct across the board. It would be interesting to know how the commission goes 
about determining whether to proceed with an investigation of an allegation. If the commission is being 
inundated with an ever-increasing number of allegations, I suppose it cannot take on every single one, so how 
does the commission determine which ones to follow up and which ones not to? 

[3.00 pm] 

Mr M.J.W. Silverstone: The number of allegations coming to the commission has increased significantly. In the 
financial year 2004–05, the commission received 2 400 allegations, which it dealt with. In the financial year 
2012–13, the commission received 6 128 allegations. The commission is obliged under the act to assess and deal 
with each of those allegations. Clearly it has a limited capacity to investigate those allegations, and so the 
commission applies a set of priorities focusing on the seriousness of the allegation, the relative seniority of the 
public officer involved in the allegations and the commission’s strategic priorities in view of threats to the sector. 
For example, in the past two or three years, the commission has given a very high priority to police matters, 
particularly in the areas of police use of force and high-speed chases. Another area of focus for the commission 
at the present time is issues to do with the Department of Corrective Services, and significant effort is being 
applied to address allegations of misconduct applying to public officers in that department. It is through the 
prioritisation system that we pick and choose the matters that we investigate. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
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