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Hearing commenced at 11.00 am 

 
SALPIETRO, MR SAM 
Private citizen, examined: 

 

 

The CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission, I thank you for your appearance before us this morning. The purpose of this hearing is 
for the committee to speak with you for the purpose of gathering evidence in the aid of the 
committee’s inquiry into the use of public examinations by the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
I understand you appeared before a public examination conducted by the Corruption and Crime 
Commission in February 2007 and that you have provided a submission to the committee in aid of 
its inquiry earlier this year. I take this opportunity to introduce myself as the chair of the committee. 
To my left is Mr John Hyde, MLA, the member for Perth; and to his left is Hon Matt Benson-
Lidholm, member for the Agricultural Region. To my right is Mr Frank Alban, MLA, the member 
for Swan Hills. The Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission is a 
committee of the Parliament of Western Australia. This hearing is a formal procedure of the 
Parliament and therefore commands the same respect given to proceedings in the houses 
themselves. Even though the committee is not asking witnesses to provide evidence on oath or 
affirmation, it is important that you understand that any deliberate misleading of the committee may 
be regarded as a contempt of Parliament. This is a public hearing and Hansard will be making a 
transcript of the proceedings. If you refer to any documents during your evidence, it would assist 
Hansard if you could provide the full title for the record.  

Before we proceed to the questions we have for you today, I do need to ask you a series of 
preliminary ones. Firstly, have you completed the “Details of Witness” form? 

Mr Salpietro: Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN: Do you understand the notes at the bottom of the form about giving evidence to 
a parliamentary committee? 

Mr Salpietro: Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN: Did you receive and read the information for witnesses briefing sheet provided 
in advance of today’s hearing? 

Mr Salpietro: Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN: Do you have any questions in relation to being a witness at today’s hearing? 

Mr Salpietro: Just one, Mr Chairman: reconfirmation, I suppose we could call it. What I say here is 
under parliamentary privilege? 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, that is correct.  This is a public hearing and it is part of the parliamentary 
process. Do you have any further questions in relation to being a witness at today’s hearing? 

Mr Salpietro: That is all, Mr Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN: Would you please state your full name. 

Mr Salpietro: Sam Salpietro. 

The CHAIRMAN: Now, we do have a series of questions for you today but I also want to note for 
the record that you did provide the committee with a detailed submission and that was in July of this 
year. You can take that as read as far as the members of the committee are concerned, but I invite 
you to make any opening statement should you wish to do so. 
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Mr Salpietro: Thank you, Mr Chairman, and can I please extend my thanks to yourself and to the 
committee for this opportunity. I wish to make a short address to the committee for two reasons: to 
reiterate what I have already said in my written submission and to expand on those areas that I think 
are so serious that they deserve more attention. 

I have made it clear in my written submission that I am of the strong opinion that all CCC hearings 
without exception should be in private. I believe that there are several good reasons to support this 
view and very few valid and credible reasons, if any at all, against private hearings. For example, I 
do not believe that anyone whether from this committee or the government can cite one single 
instance where a desired outcome has been achieved by public hearings that could not have been 
achieved by private hearings.  

The CCC, of course, has, I believe a different set of outcomes and public hearings are essential for 
those outcomes. This set of outcomes, Mr Chairman, is the need for a style of public hearings that 
will achieve the CCC’s objectives, which I believe are of inflicting as much damage as it can on 
selected individuals at the hearing stage without any evidence of wrongdoing by those individuals. 
To inflict damage, Mr Chairman, not at the report stage, in most instances years down the track of 
the hearing, but at the hearing where witnesses are ill-prepared and their legal counsel not allowed 
to intervene. I will touch briefly on what I mean by “ill-prepared”.  

I was summonsed to appear at the February 2007 hearing into the City of Wanneroo. In the weeks 
prior to the hearing I contacted the CCC with a view to discussing the hearing and perhaps clearing 
up some of the issues that the CCC were pursuing. I was not given the opportunity of discussing my 
appearance at the hearing. When I requested on a number of occasions to meet and discuss the 
issues, I was told by the investigator that they had no intention of telling me what they were 
bringing to the hearing as they did not want me to prepare a defence. All the other witnesses to the 
hearings from Wanneroo were interviewed by the CCC but the one witness with the most 
accusations, me, was not extended the opportunity to give explanations prior to the hearing. It was 
evident to me why this occurred and this, of course, is a personal opinion. If we had met, I have 
absolutely no doubt that I could have given truthful and credible explanation for all the accusations 
and it would have been impossible for the CCC to throw the accusations at me during the hearing 
and they would have missed the opportunity of basking in the glow of sensational headlines. I 
believe that if the hearing had been private, I would have been allowed to meet with the CCC prior 
to the hearing and perhaps cleared up all the matters at that stage.  

Mr Chairman, I am not sure if the government that created the CCC had actually intended to give 
life to what we have today but, regardless of the intent, we have an all-powerful agency that 
effectively answers to no-one, acts as accuser, prosecutor and judge with a dismal track record of 
success. That is, of course, if we judge success on the number of individuals who have actually been 
charged with something as a result of a CCC investigation and after they have had their day in 
court, are found guilty as charged. I urge all members of this committee to do some research into 
the last six years or so and compare the number of accusations, some extremely serious, thrown at 
hapless individuals during public hearings with the number of actual charges arising from those 
accusations. Such a comparison would be embarrassing to the CCC and the government that created 
it and the government that continues to defend it. That is the whole reason why the CCC needs 
public hearings; it cannot survive in its present form without public hearings and it is also the 
reason why this committee should make matters right and end public hearings. Why is the CCC’s 
record of bringing individuals to court on charges then making them stick so dismal? Very simple; 
in a majority of cases it does not care about the charges because the overwhelming majority of 
accusations have no credibility, no legal basis and are brought on in the full knowledge that they 
will not lead to charges.  

Mr Chairman, other submissions to this hearing have addressed the issue of the injustices of an 
individual being charged, found not guilty and then having to find hundreds of thousands of dollars 
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in legal fees to fight the appeal brought on by the CCC or the prosecutor’s office with their 
taxpayer-funded legal teams—I mean, the legal teams of the CCC, not the individual. I will only 
say that this is a disgrace and the government and minister should hang their head in shame for 
allowing it to occur. As I previously stated, in the majority of cases the CCC does not need 
individuals to be charged. With public hearings, it can place an individual on the witness stand, 
accuse him or her of whatever takes its fancy and leave that individual swinging in the breeze until 
it brings its report several years after the hearing. Meanwhile, every newspaper and electronic 
media outlet has gleefully reported the accusations and that individual’s reputation, career, standing 
in the community, is effectively over. And please, let us not have any nonsense that the individual 
has not been accused of any misbehaviour; that according to the CCC’s standard response, is simply 
being asked questions. His goose has effectively been cooked as soon as the accusations are put to 
him, or her, by counsel assisting the commissioner. Never mind that less than approximately 
five per cent of the accusations actually generate charges, the CCC has achieved its outcome. It has 
accused, the accusations are being reported all over Australia, the individual’s career, reputation 
and, in many cases, the ability to support his family is finished. It does not matter one iota to the 
CCC what happens in a few years’ time when the report is made public. The damage has been done 
and is irreversible. That is what public hearings achieve. Without public hearings, accusations 
would have no effect on the individual’s career, reputation or earning capacity until the CCC had 
put up or shut up with actual evidence of wrongdoing. Without public hearings, the CCC would 
have to focus on accusations with some substance, names of witnesses would not be made public 
until that person was legitimately charged with something, and if he was not charged, he could go 
on with his life as before. 

[11.10 am] 

I believe that the CCC is an agency out of control, Mr Chairman, and arrogant in the extreme. It 
exists in a climate of intimidation and fear. A large number of public officers, if elected or 
appointed, are terrified of uttering a single word of criticism against the CCC for fear that they 
could be added to the CCC’s list for some unwanted attention.  

The CCC’s record over several years plainly shows that you do not have to have committed any 
breaches to find yourself in their crosshairs. Mr Chairman, I want to briefly start by putting my case 
as an example of the behaviour of what I consider to be a rogue agency. Can I say, Mr Chairman, 
that what I am about to say is very valid to the purpose of this hearing. During the hearing into the 
City of Wanneroo in February 2007, I was accused of having committed several breaches during the 
time I served as deputy mayor. I was accused of colluding with Brian Burke, passing on to him and 
his colleagues confidential information on council activities, acting outside my power as deputy 
mayor to assist my friends, plus a lot of other accusations. They are on the record. The media 
reported the accusations, not only in Australia, but I had friends and business colleagues in Hong 
Kong and Malaysia who called me for an explanation. I was referred to as a “disgraced deputy 
mayor” in several media reports, and I had to live with this, always with the hope that when the 
final report was released, I would be vindicated. More than three years after the hearing, the report 
found me guilty of misconduct on two occasions for not declaring my friendship with Brian Burke 
during council meetings. That was it; the long list of accusations that was like an explosion at the 
hearing, and ended my career as an elected member and caused me and my family enormous stress 
and distress, petered out into a damp squib—simply a scolding that I should have declared that 
Brian Burke was a friend of mine. Mr Chairman, to have been found guilty of misconduct for not 
declaring a friendship is, in my view, an act of malicious vindictiveness on the part of the CCC, and 
I will explain why. The City of Wanneroo had no provision within its code of conduct for any 
elected member to declare a friendship. In other words, under the city’s code of conduct, I could not 
declare a friendship even if I wanted to. Regardless of this very important point, the CCC said I 
should have declared and found me guilty of not declaring it. Mr Chairman, effectively, the CCC 
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was saying, “We don’t care about the city’s code of conduct provisions; we say that you’re guilty, 
and you’re guilty”. I repeat: the fact that this clause did not exist was totally ignored by the CCC. 

In 2008, two years after I was supposed to have made the declaration, the city decided to include 
that clause in its code of conduct. This was also totally ignored by the CCC and no mention of it 
was made in the final report. The fact that during my years on council there had not been one single 
declaration of friendship during a council meeting by any member, because there was no provision, 
was also ignored by the CCC. Any fair-minded person would perhaps think that there was some 
miscarriage of justice in this, and that there would be some form of appeal process to bring such 
matters before an independent court. No there is not, Mr Chairman; my only recourse is to find half 
a million dollars to engage a firm of lawyers to take action against the Attorney General and his 
department. Mr Chairman, if I had given evidence in a private hearing instead of a public one, all 
the accusations that were made by the CCC to save face and embarrassment by finding me guilty of 
something would not have occurred. 

I have another great example of the utter incompetence, malice and much worse of the CCC. At the 
hearing I was accused of releasing confidential information to Brian Burke and his colleagues. Can 
I say that that accusation was very serious, as it could have led to criminal charges if it had been 
true. Now, let us put this into context. Confidential information within the Local Government Act is 
clearly defined, and there are no grey areas about it. It is either confidential information or it is not. 
Any investigator with half a brain, or the CCC legal person preparing questions for the hearing, 
would have been able to confirm, in two minutes flat, at the city, that there was no confidential 
information released by me. So I can only conclude that either, A, the CCC investigators were so 
incompetent that they did not interview any members or management at Wanneroo; B, they were 
given false information by the city, in which case any honest investigator would have addressed this 
anomaly as soon as they realised there was something amiss with the information received; or C, 
the investigators knew fully well that the accusation was nonsense, but they went ahead with it 
anyway, knowing that the damage would be done at the hearing and they would not have to justify 
it any further. As it turned out, Mr Chairman, it worked beautifully in the CCC’s favour. They made 
the accusations that resulted in Australia-wide coverage, and the facts were totally ignored in the 
final report. Not one word of explanation, no apology; just left swinging in the breeze. 

Mr Chairman, there can be only one explanation for this skulduggery, and I challenge anyone at the 
CCC, the public service or members of Parliament, to come up with a different explanation: the 
CCC knew full well that I had not released confidential information, and its accusation was simply 
an act of malice or much worse, that would create substantial damage to me during the public 
hearing. That, Mr Chairman, is another reason for private hearings, as I am convinced that the 
accusation would not have occurred in a private hearing because the oxygen that the CCC needs to 
exist—the media—would not have been present. 

Mr Chairman, I have several other examples of why I believe the CCC could be a much more 
efficient, honest and ethical agency without public hearings, but I do not believe time will allow me 
to go into more detail. I can say in closing that there is ample evidence on record—evidence that 
has been given to the CCC by several sources—that the CCC has chosen to ignore some very 
serious breaches by individuals and focused with unwarranted ferocity on relatively minor or non-
existent breaches by others who, in most cases, have been seen as friends of Brian Burke. I believe 
that the CCC believes that Burke-bashing or friends-of-Burke-bashing will give it the most 
publicity and, in turn, lots of kudos from those government officers who determine its annual 
operating budget. As a result, I am of the view that it has chosen to ignore some very serious 
breaches by two elected members at Wanneroo. I do not believe, however, that the legislation that 
covers the CCC allows it to forgive criminal behaviour; and, if it does, this committee has some 
additional work to do, other than a decision on hearings. 
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Mr Chairman, before members start thinking that this is a lot of sour grapes by someone at the 
receiving end of an adverse report, I am stating for the record precisely that the CCC deliberately 
allowed very serious breaches by elected members of Wanneroo to go uninvestigated and 
unpunished because they were duped or conned into believing that this individual had loads of 
incriminating evidence on Burke and his friends. The events since the hearing in 2007, including 
the release of the report into Wanneroo in 2010, clearly demonstrate that it was all a lie, and that the 
CCC got conned into forgiving serious acts in exchange for a finding of not declaring a friendship. 
It chose to go with finding somebody guilty of not declaring a friendship, and left very, very 
serious—perhaps criminal—acts go unanswered. 

What were these serious breaches? Mostly, it was receiving large donations and favours from 
developers that were undeclared; effectively, money under the table. This is not a case of a furtive, 
quick slinging of a few dollars; it is tens of thousands of dollars—the paying of printing costs, the 
payment of equipment rental et cetera—from several developers, all engaged in business with the 
city. It also includes making false declarations to the state electoral office by an elected member and 
his campaign manager. There is also an instance on the record of a witness at the hearing giving 
false evidence, which was ignored by the CCC. 

[11.20 am] 

Mr Chairman, what does this say about the CCC? At best, that it is so incompetent that it should not 
be allowed control of the petty cash tin; and at worst, a demonstration of behaviour by the CCC that 
warrants an investigation by the Attorney General into the Wanneroo inquiry, addressing all the 
anomalies of the investigation. If any member of Parliament or member of this committee, public 
officers, members of the police service or anyone in authority wants to challenge my claims, I 
challenge them to meet me and I will be happy to provide all the details that I have and also refer 
them to other members of the Wanneroo community who have also tried to have justice done, to no 
avail. 

Mr Chairman, I believe that the evidence alone, that I am aware of, relating to the practices of the 
CCC is enough to generate a judicial inquiry. When you add what I have to the claims made by 
others—and there are a number I could name who are frustrated and humiliated by the fact that they 
have done their duty and been ignored—and when you add some very serious claims made in other 
submissions to the committee, it becomes too big to ignore, and any government that ignores this 
type of behaviour, does so at its peril.  

I believe that adopting private hearings is a small first step towards addressing serious problems 
within the CCC, but at least it is a start. Moving away from public hearings to private hearings 
would go a long way towards bringing the CCC back to its proper role, but it needs a very brave 
government to look at the legislation governing the CCC, and to what extent those laws and 
parameters are being abused. Thank you. 

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr Salpietro, for your evidence before the committee this morning. 
You concluded by indicating that dealing with this issue of public hearings would go a long way to 
bringing the CCC back to its intended role. What do you say that intended role is? 

Mr Salpietro: Mr Chairman, I believe its intended role is to seriously investigate breaches by 
public officers. Its role is not to take what I consider to be a political position and decide that some 
should be investigated, and some should not.  

The CHAIRMAN: You would be aware, because you have submitted a detailed submission to this 
inquiry, that the committee has a number of terms of reference for this inquiry. One of those is to 
ask the question whether the Corruption and Crime Commission should maintain the statutory 
discretion to conduct public hearings in the exercise of its misconduct function. So, if I have heard 
your evidence correctly this morning, you agree that its role is to have a misconduct function, but I 
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think I heard you say that it should not have public hearings and there should be no exception. Have 
I understood that correctly? 

Mr Salpietro: Mr Chairman, I cannot think of one single instance where the CCC role and the 
public would be better served by public hearings rather than private hearings. Even during Mr 
Allen’s submission, you discussed the Mr Spratt case. For the life of me—I have studied that case 
as much as I could from The West and other newspapers—I cannot think of a single advantage that 
would have been gained there between public hearings and private hearings; in other words, if that 
whole case had been dealt with in private hearings, I cannot think of one disadvantage to Mr Spratt 
and justice as opposed to public hearings. 

The CHAIRMAN: Can I take that a bit further, then? Might I suggest to you that, given that it was 
highly publicised and people had had the opportunity to see the controversial video footage, all and 
sundry were asking for an inquiry into that particular matter. If the matter had been inquired into in 
secret and the end outcome was not to make any findings of misconduct against any police officers, 
do you think that the public might then have been suspicious that the matter had been swept under 
the carpet and dealt with secretly; whereas if the matter is dealt with in a public forum, where 
everybody has the opportunity to hear the evidence, the public might be more satisfied with the 
outcome, not that we know the outcome, because, of course, we are still waiting for the report to 
come down? I cannot predict, and nor should anybody else, what that is. But I think it is about the 
transparency of something in a highly controversial setting, which would be one of the key reasons 
why you would have it in public. 

Mr Salpietro: But I would have thought that the final report is the adjudicator or solution. I am sure 
that that section of the public interested in that case would have learnt all about the hearing from a 
report and through the media; and, if that was not enough, I am sure that they could have accessed 
the actual report. On the other side, of course, you could have a situation where, in a public hearing, 
some individuals could have been libelled and, as in my case, those sorts of accusations and libel do 
not stand up in the final report. That is totally unfair on those individuals, and I do not believe that 
the public interest warrants that. At the end of the day, the people who make the decision as to 
whether individuals in that case are going to be charged are not really the public, unless we are 
assuming that public opinion will actually influence whether or not people are charged. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Could it not also be argued that, if the default position really was private hearings 
for the CCC, on the very night that the Spratt tasering occurred, police officers may have gone 
straight to the CCC if they had known that this would have been dealt with in private first of all to 
be proven? I think we have to look at maybe a deterrent to police and other public servants from 
actually reporting on misconduct. 

The CHAIRMAN: Mr Salpietro, I would love to take that discussion further but I think that I am 
perhaps treading on dangerous territory because the CCC has not yet made its report public. I would 
certainly love to have a discussion, but perhaps we will do that on another occasion. Can I then take 
you to a separate matter, which is the consideration by the committee of practices in other 
jurisdictions? In other words, as you would be aware, in this inquiry we need to look particularly at 
whether the CCC should continue to have a discretion to have public hearings; and, if it should, 
what are the criteria under which those public hearings should take place. Your evidence very 
firmly this morning has been that there should be no exceptions—no public hearings. Can I draw to 
your attention that in New South Wales there are two organisations that perform a similar function 
to the CCC. One is the Independent Commission Against Corruption; the other is the Police 
Integrity Commission. Both those organisations have the discretion to hold public hearings. In 
Victoria, there is an organisation known as the Office of Police Integrity, which also has the ability 
to have public hearings. In Queensland, there is the Crime and Misconduct Commission, which also 
has an ability to hold public hearings. In Tasmania, the organisation is the Tasmanian Integrity 
Commission. It also has the ability to hold a public hearing. In those circumstances, can I suggest to 
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you that it would be very difficult for the committee to make a finding? If I read your submission 
correctly, you have indicated — 

I strongly urge the Committee to make recommendations aimed at ending public hearings. 

In circumstances where all the other jurisdictions have that discretion, and in circumstances where 
all bar one witness to this inquiry, except yourself, has indicated that there should be some statutory 
discretion, it would be very difficult for the committee to make that recommendation. 

Mr Salpietro: Can I say, Mr Chairman, that I still stand by my very strong opinion, but I could 
probably qualify that by saying that if there was a real or any credible need for the CCC to hold a 
public hearing, it should be done under the same conditions and rules that are applied to a royal 
commission or a judicial inquiry. The Parliament, once it has all the facts before it, should be able 
to look at those facts and decide whether there should be a royal commission or a public hearing. As 
I say, all those bodies that you mentioned in Victoria and New South Wales have the discretion. 

[11.30 am] 

Unfortunately, I am not aware what sorts of guidelines apply to that discretion. If it is just a single 
matter of unexplained discretion, it becomes totally pointless to having private hearings with that 
discretion, because if the CCC was to have discretion whether to hold its public hearings or private 
hearings, it is irrelevant. Let us not waste any time talking about private hearings. In my opinion, it 
is not in the CCC’s interests to have private hearings. 

The CHAIRMAN: So that I am abundantly clear, if I hear you correctly, you are saying that you 
accept that the other jurisdictions have this discretion, but you are not aware of the criteria under 
which they can make a decision around that discretion. 

Mr Salpietro: Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN: I think what you are also saying is that you acknowledge that at the moment the 
CCC has a discretion, but you say that it exercises that discretion poorly. 

Mr Salpietro: Can perhaps yourself, Mr Chairman, or another member of the committee tell me 
over the last five years how many times the CCC has opted for full private hearings in lieu of public 
hearings? 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, we certainly have that information available. 

Mr Salpietro: It is probably very few. 

The CHAIRMAN: The percentage of private hearings is significantly higher than the percentage of 
public hearings. The public hearings are small in number in comparison with private hearings. But, 
having said that, I should qualify it by saying that the parliamentary inspector, who has already 
given evidence to this inquiry, has indicated that he thinks that the percentage should be even less 
than it is at the moment. He expresses it as being a very rare case when a public hearing should be 
necessary. But the point I want to get to with you is that one of the committee’s terms of reference 
is whether the commission should continue to have a statutory discretion. But I am hearing from 
you very firmly under no circumstances; definitely not. 

Mr Salpietro: Other than if there were provisions in place where a public hearing by the CCC 
would be viewed the same as the setting up of a judicial inquiry or a royal commission, and the 
government would be the body that would decide that. 

The CHAIRMAN: So, if the government decides whether to hold a public hearing, and if the 
public hearing has the protections of a royal commission, then the CCC should have an ability to 
hold a public hearing, not a discretion. 

Mr Salpietro: The ability, yes. 
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The CHAIRMAN: Mr Salpietro, is there anything further you would like to bring to the attention 
of the committee this morning? 

Mr Salpietro: Thank you, Mr Chairman, no. 

The CHAIRMAN: In which case, I will proceed to close today’s hearing. I thank you for your 
evidence before the committee. A transcript of this hearing will be forwarded to you for correction 
of minor errors. Any such corrections must be made and the transcript returned within 10 days from 
the date of the letter attached to the transcript. If the transcript is not returned within this period, it 
will be deemed to be correct. New material cannot be added via these corrections and the sense of 
your evidence cannot be altered. Should you wish to provide additional information or elaborate on 
particular points, please include a supplementary submission for the committee’s consideration 
when you return your corrected transcript of evidence. 

Hearing concluded at 11.33 am 


