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Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission � Second Report ��Report on the 
Relationship between the Parliamentary Inspector and the Commissioner of the  

Corruption and Crime Commission� � Motion 

Resumed from 13 August on the following motion moved by Hon Ray Halligan � 

That the report be noted. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I thank the house for adjourning this matter on a number of occasions so that I could be 
here to make some comments. I will try to do Hon Ray Halligan proud by speaking to this report in a style 
similar to that which he has used in the past! The Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission has handed down a fundamentally important report. The report basically relates to events that 
occurred over at least a two-year period. I note for the benefit of members who are new to this place that 
although the report identifies the members of the committee at the time of tabling�that is, Hon Ray Halligan as 
Chairman, John Hyde as Deputy Chairman, the member for Swan Hills and me�the report and a lot of the work 
contained therein occurred over a number of years and includes a lot of work by a number of other members. 
Certainly, people such as the former member for Kalgoorlie, Matt Birney; Judy Hughes, the former member for 
Kingsley; and Judy Edwards, the former member for Maylands; and I think a couple of others as well, were 
involved with the committee during the time that it dealt with the issues in this report.  

It is interesting to note that the relationship between the Corruption and Crime Commission and the 
Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission during 2007 and 2008 attracted regular media 
comment and comment by others inside and outside the Parliament. Comments were made about their functions, 
their roles, and whether the activities of the CCC and the parliamentary inspector were in accordance with the 
act, all of which placed enormous pressure on and created work for the parliamentary committee. I think it is fair 
to say that the parliamentary committee took its role very seriously and saw it as important that it try to assist 
those two bodies to come to some agreement on their respective powers; and, if that agreement could not be 
reached, to then take recommendations to the Parliament on the appropriate way forward. I must say that there 
was a lot of criticism at that time about whether the system was broken. Thinking about it now with the benefit 
of hindsight, I think it is fair to say that it highlighted that the system was working.  

The system with the parliamentary committee was working well and I must pay credit to all the members who 
served on that committee. Although it is fair to say that at various times not every committee member saw eye-
to-eye with other members, we sought to work on the resolution of the underlying problems to try to carry out 
those functions that I mentioned earlier. We often had different views about how that should be done, but we 
nevertheless worked cooperatively in a bipartisan way to see whether we could make the system work within the 
existing legislation and provide guidance to those two bodies and, if we could not, come up with 
recommendations on the way forward. We now have the benefit of hindsight and I guess my only concern is that 
I hope we do not lose sight of some of the issues raised. Although those matters have now died down, I think 
there are still a range of areas in which the act could be amended to improve it. I will come back to some of those 
matters shortly. 

I think the issue also clearly identified that the system, in my view, was working well. Organisations like the 
Corruption and Crime Commission�members can look at the history of similar bodies, certainly in Australia, 
which I have the best knowledge of, but I suspect also around the world�are given enormous and immense 
powers, and there is always a risk that such organisations will push the boundaries of those powers to see how 
far they can go with them. We therefore need some checks and balances, which is where the parliamentary 
inspector�s role comes into play. That position is also granted powers, arguably even stronger powers than those 
of the CCC, to act as a check on that first body. So we have two very powerful bodies seeking to test their 
respective boundaries and roles. One thing that I learnt very clearly from this whole inquiry is that a legal 
opinion is just that; namely, it is the legal opinion of one person. It is only when we get into the courts and have 
a decision of the courts that we have a final and clear interpretation of the law. In the meantime � 

Hon Adele Farina: Assuming there is no appeal. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Okay; I accept that. It would be a decision of the High Court, and even then we could 
probably retest it on another matter on the basis that the first set of circumstances, precedents and principles do 
not necessarily apply to the next, which is why we have very wealthy lawyers in our society. 

Hon Adele Farina: Upholding our democratic system. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, upholding our democratic system. 

However, members can read in the report the various legal opinions we got about the respective powers. I place 
on record that it is my view that both the commissioner, Len Roberts-Smith, and the parliamentary inspector, 
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Malcolm McCusker, were dedicated to getting a good outcome for Western Australia. Although some would 
argue that the media portrayed the two key players in this dispute as having some sort of malicious intent, I never 
saw their actions as being malicious; I believe both were genuinely seeking to do what they thought was right 
and in the best interests of the state in accordance with their powers under the act. Over time, I think they both 
also moved their positions to try to accommodate the other view being expressed. I think the parliamentary 
committee played an important role in assisting in that. It is important that the new members of the committee 
note that although they cannot speak for the Parliament, both those agencies will look to the parliamentary 
committee to give them some guidance about the Parliament�s expectations and where the Parliament may wish 
to go on those matters in the future. Therefore, the four members of the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission have a role to play in acting as almost a sounding board for the 
commissioner and the parliamentary inspector. Although it is not necessarily Parliament�s intent, because often 
the members who sit on that committee may not necessarily have been involved in the debate on the bill, the 
committee now has to give some guidance about Parliament�s intent and provide some assistance to those two 
officers in deciding how they should respond to particular issues. Having said that, both of them are independent 
officers who will act independently. However, anyone acting independently can still seek advice from a range of 
bodies, and the parliamentary committee is a very important part of that process.  

Although there has been some change in personnel, I do not think that is the only reason that we do not see these 
issues on the agenda now. If people read the �Chairman�s Foreword� in the report, they will see that that 
highlights some of the changes made to some of the practices of the Corruption and Crime Commission. The 
commission has amended and changed its processes and practices as a result of what happened over the two-year 
period that this report covers. As I say, the only thing that we need to be careful of is that we do not say that all 
the issues are resolved and therefore we do not need to make changes to the act, because I think that still needs to 
be considered. I would be more than happy�I am sure that Hon Ray Halligan would also offer himself to the 
committee at any time it liked�to sit with the committee and go through some of the issues that probably still 
need to be addressed to ensure that we do not necessarily see a repeat of those events. Certainly, it would be 
problematic if we were to see the events of the past two years occur again. I do not think that is likely to happen, 
but I think there are some arguments about exactly where we go.  

The report itself is fairly limited in some of the recommendations. Although there was bipartisan agreement on 
the report and the processes that the committee engaged in all the way through, we did not unanimously agree to 
the recommendations. I dissented from some of those recommendations and my reasons for that are expressed in 
the report. I have already commented that I think the committee has an important role to play in providing some 
interaction between Parliament, the commissioner and the parliamentary inspector to provide them with some 
sense of guidance or feedback on what members of Parliament might be thinking about the issues that are 
occurring in their respective areas to assist the commissioner and the parliamentary inspector in their functions.  

A recommendation by the majority of the committee was that the report should be tabled through the committee. 
This is a classic case of a recommendation with which I disagree. I would encourage the parliamentary inspector 
to always table his reports with the committee. It is fair to say that both the previous commissioner and the 
current commissioner indicated on the public record that their preferred option is to table reports with the 
parliamentary committee. I have a concern that the recommendation mandates that the parliamentary inspector�s 
reports must be tabled through the committee. It is hard to envisage the circumstances in which the 
parliamentary inspector might believe that it is appropriate to table his reports directly in the Parliament. 
However, as the parliamentary inspector is a parliamentary officer, he should have the discretion to table his 
reports directly in the Parliament if he thinks it is in the public interest to do so. The parliamentary inspector has 
the option to table his reports through the committee. Both the previous and current parliamentary inspectors 
have indicated that their preference is to do that. On numerous occasions the parliamentary inspector has tabled 
his reports with the committee. On a couple of occasions the committee has acted almost as a post office and 
immediately tabled the report in the Parliament. Without consideration of or comment on the report, the 
committee has passed on the report.  

I know that the committee has sought to accommodate some of the concerns I have by saying that if after 30 
days the committee has not tabled it, the parliamentary inspector can table it directly in the Parliament. I 
appreciate that that is better than saying that the report must be tabled through the parliamentary committee, 
because it could sit on the report and never table it in the Parliament. I hope that would not be the case, but we 
must prepare for the worst-case scenario when we are dealing with these sorts of bodies.  

The key issue is that the parliamentary inspector is an independent officer of the Parliament, not the committee. 
The parliamentary inspector should have the option of tabling a report in the Parliament, firstly, to protect his 
independence and to recognise that he is an officer of the Parliament and not of the committee or, for that matter, 
of the government. Secondly, if there was a reason for the parliamentary inspector to lose faith in a member of 
that committee, he might want to table his report not with the committee, but in the Parliament. Such action 
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would prevent that member of the committee, who might even be operating in collusion with officers of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission, to have time to cover his or her tracks or take action to defend himself 
before that matter becomes public. I suspect that that situation would never occur. Therefore, the parliamentary 
inspector will continue to table his reports with the parliamentary committee and the parliamentary committee 
will then table them in the Parliament. That is a good process.  

If the house were to take up the committee�s recommendation, it would impact on the parliamentary inspector. 
Issues could arise with the committee itself tabling the report in the Parliament. For example, at the time of an 
election or by-election, members of the committee could seek to delay the tabling of the report in the Parliament 
for their political benefit. The committee comprises four members. That means that, unless there is a majority 
decision, two members could stop a report being tabled in the Parliament.  

Hon Nick Goiran: Only for 30 days.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, but if it was prior to a by-election, it could well be a very crucial 30 days. The 
material contained in the report might well be of importance.  

I hope these circumstances will never occur, but there is a danger, even with a 30-day period. The parliamentary 
inspector should always be encouraged to go through the committee. Again, this is about the parliamentary 
inspector. Although the committee has a very important role to play in being this place�s liaison with the 
parliamentary inspector, he should see his role as being an inspector answerable to the Parliament and not just to 
the committee. The 30-day period is very important. If the parliamentary inspector believes that it is in the public 
interest to table his report directly with the Parliament, he or she should have that capacity to do that. I suspect 
that in 99.99 per cent of the cases the parliamentary inspector will table it with the parliamentary committee, 
which is an appropriate course of action.  

If the parliamentary inspector had tabled the reports that were cause for concern with the parliamentary 
committee, what could or would the committee have done differently to not tabling them? Would the committee 
have said that it was not happy with the reports and then negotiated with the parliamentary inspector? If 
members think about the magnitude and significance of those reports that were tabled then, they could have 
asked questions. It would have presented a danger for the committee in those circumstances. An allegation could 
then have been made that the committee had been interfering in the operations or independence of the 
parliamentary inspector.  

Hon Adele Farina: What was the intention of the committee with recommendation 3.2? I can only read into that 
that the committee believed it actually had a role in fettering the independence of the parliamentary inspector in 
asking for a draft report to be tabled. The only reason why you would ask for that would be to provide some 
comment or instruction back to the parliamentary inspector, thereby fettering that person�s independence.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Just below that recommendation is another recommendation.  

Hon Adele Farina: I appreciate that, but I am asking you what the committee�s reasoning was.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would be putting words into the mouths of former members of the committee who are 
unfortunately no longer in this place to respond.  

Hon Adele Farina: You were there during the committee discussions. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That was my next point: for me to do anything other than refer the member to what is in 
the report would result in me divulging to the house the deliberations of the committee.  

Hon Adele Farina: I am not asking you to do that. I am asking you to put on the record the contents of the 
report that explained why the committee came to that position.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Members have a copy of the report and I am happy to table it and have it incorporated in 
Hansard, but I suspect Hansard would not appreciate that.  

I suggest that members read the view of the majority of the committee. They should also read my response to it, 
which indicates why I took a dissenting view. It reiterates the issue about the independence of the parliamentary 
inspector. I guess by that a member might infer that the committee was seeking to have a role to play in 
influencing the parliamentary inspector�s views about a draft report before it had been tabled. If the 
parliamentary inspector came to the committee and said that he wanted the views and feedback of the committee 
because he thought it was an important part of the relationship between him and the Parliament and its views 
might inform him in his role as an independent operator, it would be an appropriate course of action for the 
parliamentary inspector. I agree with Hon Adele Farina that to then say that the parliamentary inspector must do 
these things diminishes the level of independence, or at least the level of perception of independence, in that 
process. It is interesting that the parliamentary inspector also had a concern with recommendation 3.1 in the 
sense that �  
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Hon Adele Farina: Where does the process end? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand the point that the parliamentary inspector makes, but the key issue is what 
we would expect from the inspector. I was trying to convey, through that recommendation, that if the 
parliamentary inspector is placing an expectation on the Corruption and Crime Commission about how it should 
treat a member of the public who is facing allegations or adverse findings, when taking the same position about 
an officer of the CCC or the CCC itself, the parliamentary inspector should apply that same level of courtesy and 
activity in providing the CCC with advance notice. This came about because a number of letters were sent by the 
parliamentary inspector.  

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Adele Farina is correct. However, it is most likely to be because of the nature of the 
role of the parliamentary inspector; but on some occasions it may go beyond that. The fundamental issue is that 
the parliamentary inspector of the CCC should apply the same tests and standards in the way in which he 
operates when he is making adverse findings or comments. If the parliamentary inspector expects the CCC to do 
something before it releases a finding that has potential for adverse comment, the same standard should apply 
when the parliamentary inspector does that.  

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

The CHAIRMAN: Order, member! I appreciate that Hon Adele Farina is teasing some information out of Hon 
Ken Travers, but she will have ample time to make her own point of view known. This is not a question-and-
answer session. I will leave Hon Ken Travers to continue.  

Hon Norman Moore: I was thinking of a mechanism to avoid debating the recommendations now and to do it 
on a more substantive basis at a different time.  

Hon Adele Farina: I take that on board and will leave my questions for another time.  

Hon Norman Moore: Perhaps when Hon Ken Travers sits down, I can explain what I think we should do with 
these recommendations so that we come to some conclusion, other than simply noting the report.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will complete my comments and then sit down so that I can hear the views of the 
Leader of the House.  

Interestingly, as I said earlier, a lot of other work needs to flow on from this report, apart from the 
recommendations that are specifically included within this report. We now have a new committee with new 
members who may have a view about these matters and will go through the report. Members will see that 
chapter 4 raises a range of issues to try to improve processes. That may ultimately lead to the need for legislative 
change or simply a change of the practices of the CCC and parliamentary inspector.  

Whilst I am on my feet, I should say that the report contains a number of issues that I hope the committee will 
get to consider in due course. One of the issues that the committee considered was Gail Archer�s report. I hope 
the government will liaise with the committee about some of the changes that arise out of Gail Archer�s report 
and will implement those recommendations. Those recommendations were very important. These issues all go 
together because it is a package of reforms to the whole act. We should not deal with the issues in this report 
separately.  

Issues have arisen about the interaction between parliamentary privilege and the operations of the act. It is my 
view that the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission is the most appropriate body 
to deal with those issues, because the individual procedure and privilege committees of each house cannot deal 
with them on a Parliament-wide basis, but the joint standing committee can. The joint standing committee may 
seek advice or recommendations from the procedure and privilege committees of either house. Ultimately it is 
important to bring it together through interaction of the act. The most recent example relates to allegations made 
against the member for Midland and the member for Cottesloe that could not be investigated by the CCC 
because of the bizarre situation that it was deemed to be serious misconduct, which members will see when they 
look at this act in detail. If it is simple misconduct, there is a clear pathway�actually I am not sure whether it is 
clear, but it is a clearer pathway�for how those matters should be dealt with. However, because it was deemed 
to be serious misconduct�I am not suggesting that is or is not the case�all the CCC could do was refer it 
directly to the Parliament, without any investigation, for tabling. When compared with the procedure to be 
followed for other allegations of minor misconduct, it seems an anomaly in the act that potentially the most 
serious matters become public and the members are able to release that information to the media and to control 
when that information goes out to the media and the matters are dealt with in a way that is different from the 
process for an allegation of a minor misconduct. I am not talking about the specifics of the issue but the process, 
and there is something horrendously wrong with the act when that is the process that is engaged in.  
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A few members�again they are no longer in this place�who had been called before the CCC, some of whom 
were involved in the disputes that are referred to in this report, appeared in secret session before the CCC. There 
may be argument about the level of secrecy in CCC hearings, which I understand, as the CCC conducts fewer 
public hearings under the current commissioner than the previous commissioner. But those matters were dealt 
with in a different manner. Part of that was the CCC testing the act as the CCC started to learn more about the 
operations of parliamentary privilege and how it interrelated with the CCC. As well as dealing with these maters, 
the committee needs to look at how we can better interrelate with, and get a better connection between, 
parliamentary privilege and the operations of the CCC in matters that are deemed to be misconduct or allegations 
of serious misconduct. That is another area that needs substantial reworking. If we do not do that, people will 
abuse these situations.  
One of the dangers that was the case in 2007-08, and one we need to steer away from, is setting up the scenario 
in which people believe that the parliamentary inspector is some sort of appeal court. People were starting to 
believe that the parliamentary inspector could act as a cheap and easy form of appeal mechanism if they did not 
like a decision or what was contained in a report. An argument can probably be put for the parliamentary 
inspector to have a role in assisting people who feel they have been manifestly and unjustly dealt with. By the 
same token, considering the manner and sort of issues that the CCC deals with�it was set up to bring people to 
account and protect society�we will see people using every available opportunity and avenue. The two 
parliamentary inspectors whom we have had so far in Western Australia had sufficient integrity and intellectual 
might to deal with these issues, and I hope that will always be the case. If the officers who follow are similar to 
the first two, that will always be the case. There is a real danger that we will start to create a public perception 
that will snow under the Office of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission. Theirs 
is a different role in overseeing the operations of the commission.  

I look forward to hearing the views of the Leader of the House. Maybe after he has spoken we can continue the 
debate. The matter between the parliamentary inspector and the Corruption and Crime Commission that is 
contained in the report is probably somewhat lost in history because some people have moved on. In one way it 
is good that we have moved on and that it is seen in that way, but serious issues have been raised in this report 
that we should not allow to be forgotten because there are lessons to be learnt from them. There is the need for 
legislative change to the Corruption and Crime Commission Act. I hope that will be picked up by the 
amendments that I expect will be proposed to be made to the act. The Premier and the government are dealing 
with the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. I hope that they will eventually 
consult other members who have a view on these matters also. The legislation to deal with the parliamentary 
inspector and the CCC should and must be dealt with in a bipartisan manner, as far as possible, in order to reach 
agreement because they are such important functions of our democratic system. This is about the evolution of the 
Westminster system. Bodies such as these are seen as a key part of ensuring the integrity of society and of our 
parliamentary functions. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE: I will very quickly indicate how I think we should proceed with this report. 
Traditionally, during the one hour that is set aside for the consideration of committee reports, reports are 
considered on the basis of the motion to note the report. The vast majority of reports that we receive in this 
chamber do not contain a recommendation that the house agree to the recommendations of the report. Sometimes 
that happens when a committee report is to be tabled, printed and agreed to, or words to that effect. Rarely with 
these types of reports is that motion a part of the report itself. On this occasion a report that has been tabled 
contains recommendations but the report does not ask the house to make a decision on those recommendations. 
There will be occasions when the house might want to consider the recommendations of a report and make a 
decision about them. 
If during this one hour set aside for the consideration of committee reports we diverge from simply noting the 
reports to dealing with the recommendations, we will deal with just one report for the whole year. We are 
making slow enough progress as it is, so I would prefer the chamber to continue the practice of noting reports 
during the one hour that has been set aside to do that. If members feel strongly about a report�s recommendations 
and they want to deal with them substantively, we should put in place a process whereby consideration of a 
committee�s recommendations can be made an order of the day and be dealt with during government time so that 
the house can make a judgement about those recommendations. 
I note that the recommendations of this report were not unanimous in every case and that the government�s 
response does not support all the recommendations. Therefore, it might be appropriate for the house to have a 
substantive debate on the recommendations and to decide whether we agree with them. To circumvent some of 
the potential debate that we might have about these recommendations today, I propose that when we finish the 
consideration of committee reports today and the house has adopted the report, I will move without notice that 
the consideration of the recommendations contained in this report be made an order of the day for the next 
sitting. That would mean that in the future, when we find time, we can deal with it as a house and debate the 
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recommendations contained in the report if someone moves a motion to either agree or disagree with the 
recommendations. By going down that path we can have a substantive debate on the recommendations if the 
house wishes, and avoid the problem of a report with recommendations such as this consuming a vast amount of 
the one hour that is set aside for the consideration of committee reports. When we finish the consideration of 
committee reports today, I will move that motion and the report�s recommendations can be brought on for a 
substantive debate in due course. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I will respond to the Leader of the House because in this case the Labor Party wants the 
opportunity to consider the committee�s recommendations in detail, which will mean taking them to caucus. I 
appreciate the proposition raised by the Leader of the House in this case. It is sensible to make the consideration 
of the committee�s recommendations an order of the day so that the Labor Party can have the opportunity to 
consider its position�if it takes a position at all�on the recommendations of this report. I make those 
comments on the matter before us now. It might be that when consideration is given to how we deal with 
standing orders in a more broader debate, I anticipate that over the next couple of months we should give more 
consideration to whether this is the best way to do it or whether it would be best done another way. For the 
purposes of considering the recommendations in this report, this is a sensible way to proceed. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is appropriate for me to make a couple of brief comments. I thank Hon Ken Travers for 
his concise comments this afternoon. They certainly have been helpful to me, having not been a member of the 
Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission for long. I joined that committee after this 
inquiry. I sense a level of agitation among some members regarding the CCC generally but also about this report. 
Therefore, it will be helpful to members for me to make a few comments to put the matter into context. I 
certainly am not suggesting that I do not support the proposal to make the consideration of the committee�s 
recommendations an order of the day in the fullness of time. That is a matter for the house. I understand that that 
has been proposed and that there is widespread consensus for doing that. 

I will put this matter into context because ultimately it will come before the house for debate. It is important for 
members to note that the purpose of this report is to inform Parliament of the progress of the committee�s 
consideration of the issues arising between the CCC and the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission. I reiterate that it was the intention of the committee to inform Parliament of that progress. 
Members should note that the government has provided a response to this report, which I believe has been tabled 
before the house. Part of the government�s response notes that this issue is interim in nature. The reason for that 
is the process that was established by the joint standing committee to allow the commissioner of the CCC and 
parliamentary inspector to identify differences of opinion regarding issues of principle concerning their 
respective functions. That process was due to take place over six months and I am advised that that period is yet 
to expire. After six months, those individuals will advise the joint standing committee of any agreed suggestions 
to reform the CCC legislation. 

I emphasise that the purpose of the report before us today, which I encourage members to note, is merely to 
advise the house of the progress on this matter. As the government has quite rightly pointed out, this is an 
interim matter; it has not been finalised. It certainly is a live issue that remains before the joint standing 
committee. I do not propose to go into the matter in any further detail. My colleague Hon Ken Travers has 
certainly done that well this afternoon. He has given the house an appropriate briefing on the issues that have 
arisen. I echo his comments and encourage members to be across the report, particularly if this matter is to come 
before the house on another occasion.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: In response to the comments by the Leader of the House, recommendation 1 of the 
report could be dealt with entirely by getting the house to agree to it, which would send a clear message to the 
respective parties about what our expectations are. However, recommendations 2 and 3 will require legislative 
change to be implemented. 

Hon Norman Moore: I think this is something that members want the house to express a view on. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not have a problem with that. 

Hon Norman Moore: The committee has expressed a view that some people do not agree with. They would like 
to express their own views, but there is no opportunity to do that in the present situation. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Ultimately we will have an opportunity to express our views when amendments to the 
act are introduced. Either the recommendations will be incorporated in the amendments or they will not, in 
which case members could move their own amendments. I do not have a problem if the government wants to 
bring this on and allocate time, but I want to make clear to the chamber that recommendations 2 and 3 require 
amendments to the act. I expect that we will have that debate at some point when amendments are brought into 
the chamber. I do not have a problem with sending a message to the government about the view of the house in 
advance of that legislation coming in.  
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Hon ADELE FARINA: I welcome the position taken by the Leader of the House to make this an order of the 
day so that the house can deal with the recommendations. Unfortunately, this section of the order of business 
enables us only to note the committee report. When the committee makes recommendations that require the 
endorsement or otherwise of this house, an opportunity is needed for the house to consider the committee 
recommendations and to provide some guidance to the committee. That is highlighted by the comments made by 
Hon Ken Travers when he stated that in his view the committee performs a conduit role in providing advice to 
these officers about the views of the house. My concern is that the committee can only do that if it seeks the 
views of the house, and I am not sure that that is always the case with the way that committee reports are dealt 
with. In fact, it would be my preference with reports of this nature that all committees, when tabling the report, 
do so with a motion that the report lie upon the table, be printed and be adopted and agreed to. It would then 
enable us to debate and consider the recommendations, which is what we should do, particularly with reports of 
this nature. As members will know, when I spoke on the Corruption and Crime Commission report on the Bilos 
matter, I expressed some concerns about the way the committee is operating, and some of the assumptions that 
the committee is making. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Is operating or was operating? 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I am prepared to take that correction: I refer to the way the committee was operating. I 
thank the member. That is particularly evident in recommendation 3.2. We need to consider that and provide 
some guidance to the committee. I again place on record my appreciation that the Leader of the House has 
understood that some members would like an opportunity to consider these matters, and that he understands the 
importance of providing the committee with some guidance. If it is to act as a conduit and relay the views of this 
Parliament to the parliamentary inspector and the CCC commissioner, the committee needs to seek the views of 
this Parliament first. I thank the leader for taking that position, and hope that members will support the motion of 
the leader when he moves it. I look forward to again talking about the recommendations in due course. 

Question put and passed. 
 


