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Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Seventh Report — 
“Unfinished business: The Corruption and Crime Commission’s response 
to the Committee’s report on Dr Cunningham and Ms Atoms” — Motion 

Resumed from 28 March on the following motion moved by Hon Alison Xamon — 
That the report be noted. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: When we last considered this matter I had just mentioned that Dr Cunningham and 
Ms Atoms had successfully sued the three police officers and that damages in excess of $1.1 million were awarded 
in favour of Dr Cunningham and Ms Atoms. I also went on to say that although I do not know this for a fact, 
I would imagine that Dr Cunningham and Ms Atoms felt terribly let down by our integrity oversight systems and 
felt that they had been denied justice. It is safe to assume that critical factors in their decision to sue the three police 
officers would have been the failure of the Corruption and Crime Commission to conduct a full independent 
investigation of their complaints against the police and the failure of the Parliamentary Inspector of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission to persuade the CCC to conduct a full independent investigation. When I say 
that, I make no judgement about the parliamentary inspector’s ability to persuade the CCC as the powers of the 
parliamentary inspector are limited by the Corruption and Crime Commission Act. Section 195 of the CCC act 
sets out the functions of the parliamentary inspector. They include a range of things. I will read out the most 
relevant ones: to assess the effectiveness and appropriateness of the commission’s procedures; to make 
recommendations to the commission, independent agencies and appropriate authorities; and to report and make 
recommendations to either house of Parliament and the standing committee. 

The CCC act provides the parliamentary inspector with extensive powers of investigation equivalent to the powers, 
protections and immunities of a royal commission. Section 198 of the CCC act provides that the parliamentary 
inspector is not to interfere with, obstruct, hinder or delay any lawful operation of the commission. The 
parliamentary inspector has the power to make recommendations only. When I refer to the failure of the 
parliamentary inspector to persuade the CCC to investigate the matter, I do not intend a criticism of the 
parliamentary inspector but, rather, seek to draw members’ attention to the fact that the CCC chose not to 
implement or comply with the recommendation of the parliamentary inspector. 

For the record, I will continue the time line that I was going through. The rest of the time line that I will run through 
is based on information contained in the report of the parliamentary inspector, Hon Michael Murray, QC, into this 
matter, titled “A complaint by Dr Robert Cunningham and Ms Catherine Atoms against the Corruption and Crime 
Commission”, dated 5 September 2017 and tabled in the Parliament under cover of the Joint Standing Committee 
on the Corruption and Crime Commission, report 4, dated 12 October 2017. I borrow heavily from 
Parliamentary Inspector Murray’s report. In that report, Parliamentary Inspector Murray states that on 
9 December 2016, Her Honour Judge Davis, DCJ, delivered her reasons for the decision, extending over 
241 pages. It was an extensive decision. As I have previously stated, her honour’s decision was scathing of the 
police. The findings of fact and of law considered relevant by Parliamentary Inspector Murray are detailed at 
pages 19 to 20 of the fourth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the CCC. It is important that these findings 
be read into Hansard because it is important that members understand the full history of what has happened in this 
matter. The parliamentary inspector says in his report — 

The findings of fact and of law by Her Honour that are relevant to this Report as are follows: 

1. Ms Atoms was an honest person and for the most part her evidence was generally credible and 
reliable; 

2. Dr Cunningham was an honest, careful and conscientious person who did not seek to embellish, 
exaggerate or reconstruct events. He was a generally credible, honest and reliable witness and his 
evidence was generally both truthful and reliable; 

3. Very little of the evidence given by police officer Traynor as to what occurred on the footpath at the 
time of the incident was supported by CCTV footage; on critical issues his evidence was manufactured 
… 

The CHAIR: Members, our time today for contemplation of committee reports has now expired.  

Consideration of report adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

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


	Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Seventh Report —“Unfinished business: The Corruption and Crime Commission’s responseto the Committee’s report on Dr Cunningham and Ms Atoms” — Motion

