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Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Second Report —  
“How the Corruption and Crime Commission handles allegations and notifications of Police misconduct” 

Resumed from 20 June. 

Motion 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

I thank members from both sides of the chamber for their contributions to the consideration of the committee’s 
first report and to allow me to take my breath between consideration of these reports. I cannot be as 
complimentary about the response provided by the government to this report as I was about the response to the 
earlier report moments ago. Lest anyone think that over the break between the thirty-eighth and the thirty-ninth 
Parliaments I have changed character, I regret to inform them that has not happened! I was able to be 
complimentary about the government’s response to the first report, but I have to say that its response to this 
report has provided me with some mild exasperation.  

The volume of the report is significant. Unfortunately, it appears to me that the drafter of the response to this 
report may have read only the second report, tabled in June 2013, and as members will observe, it is quite a thin 
report. That is because it is only the findings and recommendations of the real report, which was tabled in the 
last Parliament and is extremely thick. That is the thirty-second report, tabled in November 2012. It is an 
incredibly important report. Its genesis is in what people often refer to as the Spratt matter and consequently 
there was a critical need by the oversight committee to ascertain the extent of the CCC’s oversight of complaints 
about the WA Police. Frankly, it was inadequate at the time and this report makes it clear. The report 
investigates best practice from other jurisdictions and as a result of all of that makes some 20 findings and five 
recommendations. The response provided by the government received by the committee on 1 August 2013 does 
not really indicate any adherence to any of the recommendations. With respect to recommendations 2 and 3, I 
can in all good charity understand why that might be the case. However, with regard to recommendations 1, 4 
and 5, I am at a loss to understand why there would be any resistance to what are just modest amendments being 
proposed. There is nothing politically charged about them nor is there anything sensitive about them. For 
example, the first recommendation is merely to insert six words into the main purposes of the act. The main 
purposes of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act at the moment are — 

(a)  to combat and reduce the incidence of organised crime; 

and 

(b) to improve continuously the integrity of, and to reduce the incidence of misconduct in, the public 
sector. 

As a result of, in effect, the debacle that has occurred for a number of years and the lack of satisfactory oversight 
of the WA Police the committee has recommended to insert six words at the end of that purpose so it would 
read — 

(b) to improve continuously the integrity of the Western Australian public sector, and in particular the 
WA Police. 

As I say, it is a point of mild exasperation for me that there would be resistance to those few words being added 
to the purposes of the act. The response from the Attorney General that has been provided, which I will seek 
leave to table at the conclusion of my remarks, indicates the following — 

I will be introducing a separate Bill into Parliament in the Spring session that will propose the transfer 
of the CCC’s responsibility for public sector misconduct, and the CCC’s responsibilities for corruption 
prevention and education, to the Public Sector Commissioner. 

This will mean, in the first instance, that the CCC will be able to devote more attention to the oversight 
of police misconduct investigations. This, together with your Committee’s observation that the current 
Commissioner is placing increased emphasis on police oversight, would appear to obviate the need for 
the Committee’s proposed amendment to Section 7A of the CCC Act 2003. 

This is all very good to say, because the current commissioner gets it and has been seriously harassed by this 
committee to get to this point. That is why we are in a good space at the moment, but we were not in a good 
space previously. The committee says it wants to avoid this problem in the future by making it abundantly clear 
that the position of the Parliament with respect to the CCC is that we want it to pay particular, special emphasis 
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on WA Police. That does not mean to ignore the rest of the public sector; they are not the words being proposed. 
They mean we need to be concerned about the integrity of the entire public sector, but to have particular regard 
to the WA Police, because I think everyone would agree they are a special case in the WA public sector. The 
police have extraordinary powers; they have greater powers than any other entity in the WA public sector and so 
they need to have an extra level of oversight. That is already implied in the act by virtue of the fact that the WA 
Police have an extra obligation to report matters to the CCC. They have to bring every single matter to the 
attention of the CCC, to put it in layman’s terms, in contrast with other public sector agencies where the bar is 
slightly higher. We have already implied that in the act; all the committee is saying is: let us make it crystal clear 
so we do not again have the situation that occurred over the last term of the Parliament, with people like me, on 
behalf of the Parliament, arguing with the CCC and the respective commissioners and acting commissioners that 
they need to have a special regard for the WA Police and then have this game—my words—being played in 
which the CCC can just say that that is not what the act says and that its purpose is for the CCC to improve 
continuously the integrity of the WA public sector. With a modest six words I think we can learn the lessons that 
ought to have been learnt in the last term of Parliament and avoid those problems in future Parliaments. I would 
hope that there may be some reconsideration of that recommendation.  

Having said that, I am heartened to note that there is an intent to bring another bill to the Parliament in the spring 
session with regard to this act. In accordance to the response provided to the first and second reports, this 
chamber is now aware that we will have two bills in this Parliament during the spring session sometime between 
now and November. It sounds like we will be very busy between now and the end of the year, because we will 
have two significant bills just in this area, let alone the various other things that need to be dealt with. I look 
forward to the consideration of that bill when it comes forward.  

I have to say that, perhaps, unlike the first bill that has been foreshadowed in the response to the first report, this 
second bill is not as straightforward because the indication from the Attorney General is that there will be a 
transfer of the CCC’s responsibilities for public sector misconduct and corruption prevention education to the 
Public Sector Commissioner. I think we need to be careful and await further detail on that, so I will not pre-empt 
my response to that, because in the absence of the detail, how would I know? However, there is something to be 
said for the CCC providing a prevention education function, when we consider the number of people who turn 
up to its education sessions; they are packed out. There is actually a waiting list. Why is that? It is partly because 
of the nature of the organisation itself. The public sector says the CCC is here to educate them about something, 
so it had better pay attention and had better listen. Therefore, it appears that there is some extra emphasis and 
greater heed is taken when the CCC provides education and prevention than I what I suspect will be the case if it 
is done under the Public Sector Commissioner, to say nothing with respect to the issues of oversight, which I 
might add are quite topical at the moment, in that the level of oversight for the CCC is very stringent and I am 
not sure that the same could be said for the Public Sector Commissioner. That is a debate for another day and I 
commend the report to the house. 

I seek leave to table the response from the Attorney General dated 30 July 2013. 

Leave granted. [See paper 504.] 

Hon KATE DOUST: I thank Hon Nick Goiran for his comments. Hon Adele Farina has unfortunately been 
called away on urgent parliamentary business. I know that she would like to comment on this report so I ask that 
the debate be adjourned until the next day’s sitting. 

Consideration of the report adjourned, on motion by Hon Kate Doust. 
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