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Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Twenty-seventh Report — 
“Discontinuance of contempt proceedings against members of the Coffin Cheaters Motorcycle Club”  

Resumed from 27 June. 

Motion 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

I was greatly encouraged by the quantity of contributions to the debate on the last consideration of report by this 
committee, and long may that be the case.  
Hon Ken Travers: As long as you maintain the high quality of your speeches we will respond to them.  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I can only hope there may equally be a contribution on this report, given it is a lot thinner 
than the last one. This one is particularly interesting because, as The West Australian reported on 4 October 
2010, the genesis of this matter was as follows —  

A simmering feud between rival bikie gangs is believed to be behind a bloody clash at a public 
motorsport event in Perth’s southern suburbs yesterday.  

Members may be aware that as a result of that clash the CCC had the opportunity to haul in a number of 
members of the Finks motorcycle club and the Coffin Cheaters. Several members may also recall some of the 
footage of the hearings that the CCC had with these particular individuals and the tactics that were on display in 
those inquiries. One group took the tactical approach of simply refusing to respond to any of the questions put to 
them by the then CCC commissioner, Hon Len Roberts-Smith, QC; in fact, some refused to be sworn in by the 
commissioner as part of that process. Speaking of swearing in, of course, some members would be aware that 
one of the gang members actually took the opportunity to verbally abuse the CCC commissioner during the 
process. Ultimately, that meant the CCC was in a position to effectively bring these individuals to the Chief 
Justice of the Supreme Court on the basis that they were in contempt of the CCC. I note that on page 3 of the 
report the Chief Justice is quoted as saying — 

All four men have persistently refused to provide information which could assist to bring the 
perpetrators of serious offences committed in the course of organised crime to justice. 

This particular matter was considered so significant that the Chief Justice has imprisoned five of the members for 
two years each. That is quite a significant sentence when one considers that the genesis of that sentence is that 
these individuals refused to cooperate with the Corruption and Crime Commission. It goes to show the strength 
of the CCC legislation and how serious it is for these powers to be entrusted to the commission. Effectively, 
nobody else in this state has the ability to do that; none of us has the ability to require that an individual respond 
to a question. It is quite a significant power.  

Hon Ken Travers: You do not think a parliamentary committee does? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I do not know that we do. I am happy for that discussion to take place. I would have 
thought that a committee would certainly have the ability to ask a question and to summons somebody. Does it 
have the ability to require that there be a response, and, if the response is not satisfactory, to then say that the 
person is in contempt, which could lead to a two-year imprisonment? It would be interesting to get people’s 
views on that. 
Hon Max Trenorden: Technically we do.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I am appreciative of the interjection by Hon Max Trenorden. 
Hon Max Trenorden: I should declare an interest, because the Coffin Cheaters were formed in my home 
town—Wyalkatchem! 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Jon Ford): Order! Whilst it is interesting, I do not know the relevance of that. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Let us at least agree that it is a very significant power and not something that is entrusted 
lightly. Members who have been here for a lot longer than I have will know whether there has been a case of a 
person refusing to provide an answer to a parliamentary committee, which has ultimately led to them being 
sentenced to two years imprisonment. In this particular case, one of the five members had been imprisoned for 
an additional three months; in other words, two years and three months because he was the one who verbally 
abused the commissioner, so he got an extra three months for the cheek. I do not want this to degenerate into a 
light-hearted matter because the purpose of this report is to provide a tangible example to the Parliament of how 
serious these powers are and the extent to which they can be utilised. For what it is worth, my view is that they 
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are an important power and they should remain, but because they are so serious and important they need to be 
subject to rigorous oversight, and that is part of what this particular report does. Members will be aware that one 
of the findings made in the report is that organised crime examinations are sometimes achieving less than 
optimal outcomes because first, the questions asked by counsel are, at times, inadequate, and second, the CCC 
considers itself statutorily restricted from training counsel for the WA Police on optimal questioning methods. 
Members may ask why that is the case when some individuals are spending two years of their lives in one of our 
confined establishments in this state. Members will remember I referred to two groups and I have only dealt with 
the first one, whose tactics were not to respond or be sworn in, or to verbally abuse the commissioner. The other 
group was more advanced in its tactics in that its members did respond—words came out of their mouths—but 
that is probably about as useful as the response was. There was an example where a photograph of a fight was 
shown to one of the witnesses and the person in the hot seat—if I can call it that—was asked whether that 
photograph depicted a fight. Now members would think that it would not be too difficult to determine whether 
someone is involved in a fight, but this individual said words to the effect that perhaps the people involved might 
have been dancing. Members can see that it provided an interesting dilemma for the CCC. It could not be said 
there was no response—words came out of the individual’s mouth—but were they constructively refusing to 
provide a response? That is where the types of questions they were asked and the process is unpacked in this 
committee report. It is quite an interesting report and I would certainly recommend it to members and ask that it 
be noted. 

HON KEN TRAVERS: I want to thank the committee for the work it has done on this report. It is an interesting 
question, and some of this report also touches upon that friction between the police and the CCC. The CCC was 
set up for the purposes of being a tool to assist the police in their organised crime investigations and certainly, 
for a number of years, there was some tension between those two organisations. This happened even before the 
issues with the Coffin Cheaters and the other motorcycle gangs in that the police were reluctant to use the CCC 
because they found it cumbersome and difficult, and when they did use it these issues arose and everyone looked 
to blame each other as to who got it wrong. Again, some constructive propositions have been put forward in this 
report in terms of how the CCC can be the tool to assist the police in their role with organised crime. Obviously, 
the CCC has another very important role to oversight the police. One of the things that have always been 
forgotten is that the CCC today could be investigating organised crime where it involves a public officer. Very 
little organised crime occurs without some attempt to corrupt a public officer. However, that is a debate for 
another day when we deal with matters like whether we will make it easier for organised crime when we 
amalgamate the crime fighting functions of the police and the CCC into one organisation, because then a person 
has to corrupt only one organisation if he wants to corrupt the system. This report provides some good 
suggestions on how the police can use the CCC to get the maximum benefit in the fight against organised crime, 
and I commend the committee for that.  

I will just touch on that issue that was bought up earlier on by way of interjection. It is fair to say that a 
parliamentary committee has the capacity to demand that not only does someone appear before it, but also that 
they answer the questions. It raises the same issue that the report raises—that a person may reply to a question, 
but do they actually give an answer? I suspect all of us who have been in this place long enough have that same 
feeling during question time. Members might ask a question and get an answer, but it does not necessarily 
answer the question. There is often a big difference between those two. The issues raised in this report are also 
seen occurring in this place to some degree. Members can ask a question but at what point does the answer 
become contempt, as opposed to the person genuinely trying to answer the question but not giving the desired 
answer? It is an interesting question and I suspect that when Hon Nick Goiran gets to sit on this side of the 
chamber he will understand the issue around asking a question and not necessarily getting an answer, and he will 
get yet another insight into the processes and procedures of the various forums operating in Western Australia. I 
acknowledge that it is a very complex and difficult issue as to how to get that balance. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Brian Ellis): Members, I am conscious of the time. We have only one minute to 
go, and I need to report progress to the President. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


	Motion
	Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm


