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Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Fourth Report —  
“The timeliness of misconduct investigations undertaken or overseen by the CCC: An interim report” 

Resumed from 15 August. 
Motion 

HON NICK GOIRAN: I move — 
That the report be noted. 

Hon Ken Travers: The highlight of the day! 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I look forward to the contribution of Hon Ken Travers, who I note follows these reports 
with keen interest. 

Hon Ken Travers: Is “ditto” an acceptable contribution? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I suspect that if Hon Ken Travers just holds his enthusiasm for a moment, he may wish 
to contribute, because this is an important report, once again, by the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption 
and Crime Commission. It was tabled in August and it is the fourth report by this committee in this thirty-ninth 
Parliament. The genesis of this report is somehow caught up in the election cycle. Towards the end of last year 
on 7 November there was a public hearing that the Corruption and Crime Commissioner, Mr Macknay, QC, 
attended with his staff. I posed a question to the commissioner, asking whether the CCC had any guidelines 
about how long it should take when considering a complaint. Interestingly, the commissioner advised, “We do 
not currently have time lines.” The problem was that, as the oversight committee for the Corruption and Crime 
Commission, we were very concerned to hear that the CCC, which ought to have the highest of standards in the 
public sector, did not have self-imposed time lines on how long it should take to consider complaints. Why 
should it have no time lines when it, of course, would insist that the agencies that it oversees should have time 
lines for themselves? In that hearing the commissioner said more, as appears on page 1, chapter 1 of this report. 
He said — 

As appears from our Report, the average time taken for an investigation includes a corruption 
prevention investigation, a preliminary investigation under section 32 and an investigation under 
section 33. The average time taken was 88 days, according to our Annual Report. 

After that a number of questions on notice were taken up by the commissioner and on 14 November 2012, as 
appears on page 2 of the report, he said as follows — 

In relation to investigations pursuant to section 33 of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 
(“the CCC Act”), one matter is a continuing investigation and one matter is a draft report subject to 
requirements pursuant to section 86 of the CCC Act.  
The Commission monitors matters referred to appropriate authorities for them to investigate upon the 
completion of which the authority is required to prepare, and provide to the Commission, a detailed 
report on the action it has taken in relation to the allegation pursuant to sections 40(1) and 40(2) of the 
CCC Act. In relation to this, there are 16 matters which fit into the category of “15 months or older”. 
The Commission has an active follow-up system for these matters.  

The concern at this time—I repeat that this was 14 November last year—was that at the time the CCC had 16 
active matters on its books, so to speak, for which it had taken 15 months or longer on follow-up and 
investigation. The problem for the committee, and I suspect this is what Hon Ken Travers will be interested in, is 
that at that time—late November—the committee was not sure how long it would survive because, of course, we 
all knew that the election would be in March, but we did not know when Parliament would be prorogued and 
when the Assembly committees would be dissolved, keeping in mind that the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission operates under the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly. I am not sure 
who agreed to that in the first place, but I have obviously inherited that situation. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Right! 

Rather than be too concerned about that, the point here is that the committee was supposedly imminently going 
to be dissolved because, of course, we would want committees to be resolved at the end of November or the 
beginning of December, notwithstanding the fact that the election was going to be on 9 March, and I am sure 
everyone would agree with that. Because we were not sure of these matters, and in our view this was a serious 
matter that needed investigation, we could not afford to wait until after an election for the government, whoever 
that was going to be—as history tells, it was our team—to call back Parliament, reappoint members to 
committees and then have a situation, near on a year later, in which we still needed to investigate this situation of 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 11 September 2013] 

 p3821f-3823a 
Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Ken Travers 

 [2] 

untimeliness within the CCC. Therefore, the committee sent a formal reference to the Parliamentary Inspector of 
the Corruption and Crime Commission. Under the provisions of the act under which we operate, we have the 
power to send a formal reference to the parliamentary inspector. We did that and asked him to investigate this 
issue. In essence, the report before us is the report of the parliamentary inspector doing the work on behalf of the 
committee. I draw to members’ attention the benefits that have arisen as a result of this process. After receiving 
the parliamentary inspector’s report, the first finding made by the committee was —  

The inquiry by the Parliamentary Inspector on the timeliness of inquiries overseen by the Corruption 
and Crime Commission has led to four major changes in procedures being implemented by 
CCC Commissioner Roger Macknay QC. 

The committee’s first recommendation flowing from that finding is — 

The Commissioner of the Corruption and Crime Commission should, within a year of implementation, 
review his new timeliness performance indicator and processes to assess whether they have 
substantially lowered the number of inquiries by the CCC and other agencies that remain unresolved 
after 12 months. 

The second recommendation to flow from that finding is — 

Future annual reports of the Corruption and Crime Commission should include a summary of the 
inquiries that it has undertaken or overseen that do not meet its timeliness performance indicator. 

In effect there was no regime in place, no performance indicator for the CCC to ask, “How quickly should we be 
handling these matters?” There is now. We as an oversight committee, we as a chamber and we as a Parliament 
can now ensure that in effect the CCC is held to account. The Corruption and Crime Commission is an 
interesting body in the sense of where it fits in the overall mix of the three arms of government. We can ensure 
that this agency, the CCC, is held to account and attends to its matters, wherever reasonably possible, within 
12 months. It is most unfair, unless there are extenuating circumstances, for complaints before the CCC to drag 
out. I commend the current CCC commissioner, Mr Macknay, for responding appropriately to the matters raised 
by not only the committee but also the parliamentary inspector.  

Finding 2 of the committee states — 

The majority of the 15 inquiries as at February 2013 that had taken longer than 15 months to finalise 
involve the WA Police. 

The recommendation that flows from that is — 

The Corruption and Crime Commission work with the WA Police to assist them to implement 
timeliness performance indicators for inquiries into allegations of misconduct, similar to those it has 
developed, and encourage WAPOL to include a summary of this data in their future annual reports. 

If I had more time, I would have discussed the issue that flows from that, which is the tension that exists between 
WAPOL and the CCC. We have seen in this past week how that has manifested itself in other areas. That is 
perhaps a matter to consider on another day.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I thought Hon Nick Goiran might want to continue his remarks.  

Hon Nick Goiran: I only get one shot of 10 minutes.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Of course; the member cannot keep going, unfortunately.  

I follow the reports of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission with interest. I 
think the way that the committee pursued this matter through the parliamentary inspector was appropriate. I 
share the concerns of the current Chairman of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission about the location of that committee with respect to standing orders. I believe that committees such 
as this one should be chaired from the upper house. I made a flippant comment by way of interjection. I was 
trivialising the fact that for some reason the Legislative Assembly seems to put on massive spreads for its 
morning teas, which I personally think are quite extravagant relative to what is required, and compared with the 
more humble approach of this chamber! 

Hon Nick Goiran: It is because their budget is bigger.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is right. I accept that that was at one level a flippant remark, but at another level 
there is an issue about the financing of the two chambers. There is also a serious issue around the work of these 
sorts of committees, although I suspect the difficulty, even with joint committees, is that when the other place is 
dissolved or prorogued for some reason, the committee’s work will fall over because it will never achieve a 
quorum if the standing orders require a member from both houses. The general principle that committees of that 
nature should be chaired or located, in terms of their fundamental standing orders, in the upper house is 
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absolutely correct. I concur with the Chair of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission.  

Question put and passed. 
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