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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 

Fourth Report — “Corruption and Crime Commission’s Response to the Select Committee into the Police Raid 
on The Sunday Times Report No 1” — Tabling 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [11.28 am]: I present for tabling the fourth report of the Joint Standing Committee on 
the Corruption and Crime Commission, entitled “Corruption and Crime Commission’s Response to the Select 
Committee into the Police Raid on The Sunday Times Report No 1”. 

[See paper 999.] 

Mr J.N. HYDE: On 9 April 2009, the Legislative Council Select Committee into the Police Raid on The Sunday 
Times tabled its report in Parliament. The report was entitled “Report 1 — Select Committee into the Police Raid 
on The Sunday Times”. The report contains several findings and recommendations concerning the Corruption 
and Crime Commission. The committee requested that the commission respond to the report. On 2 June 2009, 
the commission provided its written response to the committee, and it discussed the report with the Joint 
Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission yesterday, 17 June. The committee has resolved 
to table the commission’s response in full, and it appears at appendix 1 of the report. I will quote from a letter 
addressed to me as chairman of the committee from the Corruption and Crime Commission Commissioner. He 
states that our parliamentary committee sought the commission’s response to the report’s allegations, findings 
and recommendations so that our committee and the Parliament could be informed of the commission’s views on 
the salient issues raised in the report, including any concern that it may have with the report’s content, such as its 
balance or addressing any errors it may contain. 

Similarly to the letter from the parliamentary committee requesting the commissioner’s views, the commission 
received a request from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet for a response to the report’s 
recommendations 3 and 4 for inclusion in the whole-of-government response to the report pursuant to standing 
order 337 of the Legislative Council. However, the commission believed reporting through the committee to be 
the appropriate mechanism to respond to the report, and welcomed the opportunity to address these issues that 
had been afforded by our request. On this basis the commission intended to inform the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet of its intent to respond only through the committee in the natural oversight function of the 
commission on behalf of Parliament, therefore allowing the committee to respond to the Parliament as it saw fit. 
The committee saw fit to accept the report of the CCC, to table it in Parliament and to bring to the attention of all 
members of Parliament the commission’s views in full and unedited. I commend that report to members. 

I also alert the house that earlier today a report was tabled in the Assembly on the CCC investigation of alleged 
misconduct by employees of Landgate as a result of associations with external clients involved in the property 
development industry. I also commend this report very strongly to members because there have now been two 
property developers, a settlement agent and a former Landgate officer convicted in the District Court of bribery 
offences following the CCC investigation into this agency. This matter highlights again why the CCC remains 
arguably one of the pre-eminent corruption-fighting bodies in the world today.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Order, members! There are far too many private conversations 
going on in the house and I ask members to either resume their seats or take their conversations outside. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: The report that was tabled in Parliament today stated that a former Landgate officer had 
accepted $500 bribes from developers to give priority to processing development applications. Some of these 
were multimillion-dollar developments. He had also worked privately on a strata application prior to it being 
submitted to his section for assessment, which the report said was an obvious conflict of interest. Last October in 
the District Court he was fined $25 000 and given a 16-month sentence after he pleaded guilty following the 
CCC investigation. The settlement agent was fined $10 000 after pleading guilty to two counts of bribery of a 
public officer. The sentencing judge said that the settlement agent’s efforts to “oil the wheel” by bribing a public 
officer were “abhorrent to our system”. One developer was fined $20 000 when he pleaded guilty to three counts 
of bribery and another developer was fined $10 000 after pleading guilty to bribery. 

What these convictions reinforce is the very important work that the CCC is doing. Getting convictions is not the 
aim of the CCC. The CCC is there to investigate and highlight corruption that is occurring and, most 
importantly, to deter corruption and misconduct from occurring. We have seen how convictions and 
investigations by the CCC have improved the operation of local government, and I would also argue have 
improved the operation of this Parliament, certainly the operation of ministers and officials within government.  

Commissioner Len Roberts-Smith stated in the report that going back a number of years, developers started in 
the months leading up to Christmas giving Landgate staff cartons of beer and gift vouchers in appreciation of 
their work during the year. This developed into giving staff gift vouchers for putting particular applications for 
approval at the top of the list when they were lodged. Clearly, as Commissioner Len Roberts-Smith states and I 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 18 June 2009] 

 p5251c-5253a 
Mr John Hyde; Acting Speaker; Mr Frank Alban 

 [2] 

endorse totally, this was achieving expedition of public service activities that should have been addressed on 
their merits objectively without fear or favour, and these actions constituted serious misconduct. 

Since these activities have been finalised, the commission can now make public its recommendations. The 
recommendations include that policies relating to gifts, benefits and hospitality be reviewed; that staff have to be 
educated about these issues; that there has to be identification of associations of staff to avoid conflicts of 
interest; and that there is a need to review the handling of requests for the urgent examination of plans. I 
commend this report also to members and I commend the CCC for its very important work that has been done in 
a timely fashion and is helping to make this state’s public service activities perhaps the most open and 
transparent of the states. 

MR F.A. ALBAN (Swan Hills) [11.36 am]: Along with the previous speaker, the member for Perth, I am also a 
member of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. I also direct the attention of 
members to and commend the fourth report of the committee. I also publicly congratulate the CCC on its recent 
success in the Landgate bribery case. The report is short and sharp and makes for a very easy read. In brief, a 
select committee of the Legislative Council conducted an inquiry into the police raid on The Sunday Times. The 
select committee’s report was less than complimentary about the CCC’s involvement in the matter. Our 
committee immediately wrote to the CCC asking for its response to the report. The commissioner of the CCC, 
the honourable Len Roberts-Smith, is not a believer in responding to every criticism of the CCC through the 
media. In the present case the CCC provided the committee with a comprehensive response and the committee 
resolved to table the CCC’s report and an annexure to the report. The committee regards itself as providing an 
important conduit between the CCC and the Parliament. That is not to say that the committee blindly tables in 
Parliament everything it receives from the CCC. The committee’s job is to inform Parliament and to bring to the 
attention of members matters of importance concerning the CCC. In the present case it was determined that the 
CCC’s response spoke for itself. Members can compare the upper house report with the CCC’s response and 
form their own views. 
 


