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Hearing commenced at 10.18 am 

 

O’CALLAGHAN, DR KARL JOSEPH 
Commissioner of Police, examined: 

 

STALTARI, MR DOMINIC 
Assistant Commissioner, Professional Standards, WA Police, examined: 

 

YOUNG, INSPECTOR GREGORY 
Police Inspector, Professional Standards, WA Police, examined: 

 

 

The CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission I would like to thank you for your appearance before us today. The purpose of this 
hearing is for the committee to speak with the WA Police Commissioner, Dr Karl O’Callaghan, and 
the Assistant Commissioner in charge of the professional standards portfolio, Mr Dominic Staltari, 
in aid of the committee’s inquiry into how the Corruption and Crime Commission handles 
allegations and notifications of police misconduct. Also joining us this morning from the 
professional standards portfolio is Inspector Greg Young. I would like to take this opportunity to 
confirm that matters involving Commissioner O’Callaghan that were recently the subject of a CCC 
inquiry will not be discussed during this public hearing today as some of those matters are presently 
being considered by the Office of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime 
Commission. I also take this opportunity to introduce myself as the chair of the committee, and 
indicated to my left is Mr Matt Benson-Lidholm, member for the Agricultural Region, and to my 
right Mr Frank Alban, member for Swan Hills. Regrettably, the committee’s Deputy Chairman, Mr 
John Hyde MLA, member for Perth, is unable to join us this morning. He is away on urgent 
parliamentary business and sends his apologies. On a more positive note it is my pleasure to 
welcome Hon Niki Rattle, Speaker from the Cook Islands Parliament, who joins us in the public 
gallery to view today’s proceedings.  

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 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 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 need to ask you a series of preliminary 
questions. Have you completed the “Details of Witness” form? 

The Witnesses: Yes.  

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

The Witnesses: Yes.  

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

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

The Witnesses: No.  

The CHAIRMAN: Commissioner, in the usual way we have a series of questions to ask of you 
today. I note before we get started that the WA Police provided a very comprehensive submission to 
the committee in relation to this matter. It comes from the professional standards division from July 
of this year, so you can take it that that has been read by the committee members. In addition to 
that, do you wish to make any opening remarks this morning?   

Dr O’Callaghan: No, I do not.  

The CHAIRMAN: Can I move directly into the submission that we received from you. In 
particular, I want to start at page 30. It is an unusual place to start—you might think I would start 
earlier in the submission. I want to start at page 30 because it touches on a matter that really was the 
genesis for this committee establishing this inquiry a couple of years ago, and then the matter was 
put on hold. It particularly relates to what is generally referred to as the “Spratt matter” and I want 
to quote from the submission from WA Police. The final paragraph on page 30, above paragraph 
7.2 reads —  

A further example of the indifference that occurs from time to time with the Commission is 
in the Spratt/Perth Watch House Taser matter. In a draft report on the Commission Review 
on Tasers, a notation was included that WA Police had adequately investigated the matter, a 
position the Commission later withdrew from. The withdrawal was particularly 
disappointing to WA Police given the history and consequences of that matter. 

I will just ask for some elaboration from you with regard to that matter because that particular 
instance where the CCC effectively decided to take over the investigation into that matter after quite 
a significant period of the time—in the view of the committee—was the genesis for us deciding to 
establish this inquiry into how the CCC handles allegations of police misconduct. If you could 
elaborate on, as I say there, the particular disappointment expressed by WA Police given the history 
and consequences of the matter.  

Dr O’Callaghan: I will hand over to Assistant Commissioner Staltari to explain that in a minute, 
but I will make the point that when I received the draft report—I cannot remember exactly when 
that was—it made it clear that the Spratt matter had been handled well and competently by Western 
Australia Police. We are required to respond to the Corruption and Crime Commission on the 
details of that draft report. Having been given that information by the Corruption and Crime 
Commission it was not necessary to address the competence of the investigation. I note that later on, 
and recently in evidence, Mr Roger Watson said that one of the reasons that the Corruption and 
Crime Commission took over the investigation was that it was not handled well by police—I am 
paraphrasing his comments, you may want to check Hansard for that. I am completely confused by 
that because the draft report was very clear. Unless someone in the commission had some sort of 
renaissance between the time they gave me the draft report and the time they decided to take it over, 
there was really no need to extricate that paragraph. I think that both I and other members here who 
are going to give evidence thought that that approach was disingenuous. To give you more detail 
about how we felt about that, I will ask Nick Staltari to elaborate. 

Mr Staltari: Just to correct a further matter there, at no time did the Corruption and Crime 
Commission take over the investigation. The investigation was commenced in September 2008. It 
was passed on to the internal affairs unit because it was a serious matter. Indeed, it was discussed 
some two weeks later on 24 September at a WA Police–Corruption and Crime Commission joint 
standing committee meeting. The then commissioner of the Corruption and Crime Commission and 
his people were present, Commissioner Karl O’Callaghan was also present along with Deputy 
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Commissioner Dawson, and the seriousness of that matter was discussed. So there were discussions 
at a fairly high level about the — 

The CHAIRMAN: If I can just interject there, the very fact that it was raised at that level indicates 
that it must have been serious because, no doubt, WA Police receive complaints all the time and 
you do not discuss all of those matters — 

Mr Staltari: Some two weeks after we identified the incident occurred, there were discussions at 
very senior levels between WA Police and the Corruption and Crime Commission. Now, internal 
affairs had the inquiry for a period and during that period disciplinary charges were served and a 
number of other discussions took place on whether these people should be charged criminally or 
not. In the end the officers involved were subject to disciplinary charges. Those were finalised at the 
end of November 2009, but the investigation report and all the investigation materials that go with 
that report were delivered to the Corruption and Crime Commission on 10 November 2009. In May 
2010, the commission published their draft report into Taser usage in WA Police. They referred that 
report to us.  

The CHAIRMAN: Was that the draft report prepared by the education arm of the CCC? 

Mr Staltari: Yes. That came to us in May 2010 and asked us to provide comment on adverse 
matters. The adverse matters were not particularised. I have raised this issue with the commission a 
number of times and my view is that they should sufficiently particularise what the adverse matters 
are to give us the best opportunity to provide an effective response. They have not in this instance. 
The view of the commission is that it is not their job to particularise the adverse matters; that in fact 
it is our role to search through the report, identify what might be adverse to us, and then provide a 
response to that. Quite frankly, we do not find that satisfactory at all. If you are going to make an 
adverse comment, you need to sufficiently make it clear to provide us with a capacity to provide a 
response. In that draft report that was provided to us in May there were two paragraphs in it and, 
with your permission sir, if I could read both those paragraphs — 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes. 

Mr Staltari: The first is paragraph 192 of the draft report, which reads as follows — 

This analysis was conducted with a view to providing information which will assist 
WAPOL in considering and improving existing policies and procedures. The Commission 
proffers no opinions about the conduct of individual officers as described in the Use of 
Force reports referred to throughout this Chapter. Incidents are referred to only in order to 
illustrate the risks inherent in taser use. In the Commission's view WAPOL dealt with these 
incidents appropriately given their current policies and importantly there were no incidents 
of a serious nature where appropriate action had not been taken by WAPOL. 

[10.30 am] 

Then it follows on at paragraph 238, which follows a case study that refers to “a homeless 
indigenous man”, which was in fact Kevin Spratt, and the circumstances of that particular incident. 
At paragraph 238 it says that — 

This case provides illustration of the general effectiveness of the WAPOL misconduct 
management systems and processes. The matter was raised without the need for an external 
complaint - indeed, if an external complaint was required, the matter would not have been 
investigated, as the would-be complainant had no clear recollection of the incident. The 
investigation was thorough and balanced, all evidence was gathered and the conclusions 
were based on the available evidence. The matter demonstrates that WAPOL is generally: 
effective at identifying and dealing with individual acts of misconduct. 

Those two paragraphs were excluded from the final report, which I understand went to Parliament 
in October 2010.  
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Dr O’Callaghan: I think both those paragraphs, powerful as they are, were simply excised from the 
final report; they never appeared.  

The CHAIRMAN: I presume, commissioner, that you would agree that the commission, when 
providing a draft report, has the authority to change the final report in anyway it seeks to do so, but 
if I am hearing you correctly, it was not drawn to your attention that those particular paragraphs 
were going to be expunged out of the final report.  

Dr O’Callaghan: It definitely was not drawn to my attention. One of the things we have to say 
about draft reports is that yes, the commission has the ability to take things out of the draft report 
but to make such an unequivocal statement and such a strong statement, and then simply decide to 
remove it of their own volition when we accepted that on face value I think—because as I said in 
the opening comments, it is entirely disingenuous. 

The CHAIRMAN: At the very least you would say that some notice should have been provided to 
you of that intention.  

Dr O’Callaghan: Particularly as it had such a significant effect afterwards.  

Mr Staltari: The other issue arising out of that is that the commission had said they did not quality 
assure the investigation pending the outcome of their review. Those two paragraphs would imply 
that they had in fact reviewed the investigation. The other issue that arises out of that is that they 
talk about the prevention and education function under section 17. The difficulty we have with the 
commission when they conduct reviews and examinations under the auspices of section 17 is that 
the tone they take is a misconduct tone and they put it back on to us to identify any adverse matters 
and provide comment. My initial comment stands again: what are the adverse comments? If you are 
not telling us what they are, how do you expect us to adequately respond? It is almost like 
entrapment; if you miss it then you do not have to provide a response.  

Insp. Young: When the commission provided the report to us, they provided it pursuant to section 
86 of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act, which requires that they must provide people 
with an opportunity to comment on matters that they consider adverse. The difficulty that arises 
with the inclusion of these paragraphs in the draft report, and their removal from the final report, is 
that it leads anyone reading the draft report to the conclusion that this and, in fact, none of the use of 
force reports referred to were in any way adverse because they made the blanket statement that they 
make no opinion about the conduct of the officers, and they go further to say that there were no 
incidents of a serious nature where appropriate action had not been taken by WAPOL. When you 
excise those paragraphs we are presented with a final report that contains matters that are clearly 
adverse that had they been presented to us at the outset, we would have taken the opportunity to 
provide comment. It goes further than simply saying the report was altered because we found 
something was different. Someone decided to put in that information for a reason, and then 
someone decided to take it out and that made a difference for us.  

The CHAIRMAN: This issue of effectively a breakdown in communication and a lack of notice 
between the draft report and the final report on important substantive matters, is this an isolated 
incident in your experience or is there something more systemic that the committee needs to be 
concerned about? 

Dr O’Callaghan: I do not read all of the reports that come down. I get only a very limited view of 
them—the ones that pertain directly to me and some action that I might be taking against an 
individual police officer—so I will pass to Assistant Commissioner Staltari to elaborate on that.  

Mr Staltari: Dating back to 2007—that is when it commenced—the commission conducted three 
reviews on WA Police. One was entitled “The Desktop Resolution”, another was “High Risk 
Investigations” and the other one was “The Police Audit Report”, where they went out to all the 
districts and divisions and examined how they dealt with investigations into police misconduct. 
They produced three reports and they provided correspondence with each of those and sought 



Corruption and Crime Commission Wednesday, 24  October 2012 Page 5 

 

informal feedback. On two of the reports we provided informal feedback. We were yet to receive 
the final report on the high-risk investigations. We were told at that point, “Look, we will wait until 
we get that report and then consider the three holistically because there are matters that touch on 
each of the reports and we have to consider all three.” We thought that was reasonably fair. They 
sought some informal feedback and then there was a fair bit of toing and froing and disagreement 
within the CCC and with the CCC. They were claiming that we should supply a response under 86 
and go searching for these adverse matters in the three reports, and to provide a response when, 
what we were told, is to get the three reports, we can come together and then we can provide you 
with the informal feedback. I was fairly insistent upon that, and we finally came together on 2 June 
2010 and provided them with the extensive feedback. One of the arguments that we put forward 
was about the corruption and prevention function under section 17, which they said in specific 
paragraphs in each report that they were done within the auspices of that provision of the act. When 
we raised the issue why do you then ask for a section 86 notice, those paragraphs related to section 
17 of the act were extinguished from the final report. Our argument was that in the initial 
correspondence we got with each of the reports was that they are going to consolidate them into one 
report, which they eventually did do, but there was a lot of toing and froing in between arguing 
whether they were or were not, and they were detracting from the fact. In the end, they did what 
they initially said they were going to do and produced one report, and that report was on how WA 
Police deal with misconduct, and this came after that.  

The CHAIRMAN: Are you saying that there seems to be some merging between the prevention 
and education function and the misconduct function, and that that merging is causing some 
confusion in some of these draft reports?   

Mr Staltari: I do not think they distinguish between the two, quite frankly. I think they put a black 
hat over everything they do. If they do a review under the auspices of section 17, it is their 
prevention and education function. If you read the section, it is there to assist agencies to deal with 
misconduct in the public sector, but they do a review and, all of a sudden, they put the black hat on 
and say that there might be misconduct in what they write, find out what the misconduct is and 
provide a response to it. 

The CHAIRMAN: Is your evidence then that it would be helpful from the point of view of the WA 
Police that when the CCC provides these reports it is clear under which function they are operating, 
whether it is prevention and education, or misconduct? That would be a beneficial improvement for 
the future. 

Mr Staltari: That is right. If they are going to do a review, like the review on Tasers, to say, “Look, 
we have done this review on Tasers, this is what the recommendations are, this is what the findings 
are, here you are”, and we go away and look at it, consider it and amend policy. Why do we have to 
go down this path of providing—go looking for what the adverse comments are and then you look 
for the devil in the detail at that point. We spend an inordinate amount of time working through 
each of the documents providing feedback on every single issue that we think may turn into an 
adverse issue even though it is not overtly adverse at that point.  

The CHAIRMAN: I acknowledge that history now tells us that the WA Police can be 
congratulated for having self-identified this issue; in other words, there was no external complaint 
driving this matter and this is on the public record. For the purpose of this discussion we can 
acknowledge that a communication breakdown has occurred and that a lack of notice has been 
provided about what is in the draft report and what is in the final report, and that there is confusion 
around which function the CCC is operating under, whether it is misconduct, or education and 
prevention—so we acknowledge all of those things. However, just cutting to the substantive matter 
itself with regard to the Spratt matter, obviously, in the end, the CCC decided to take on its own 
independent investigation, and my recollection is that there were some public hearings held by the 
CCC in relation to that matter and the tabling of a report, albeit the process of getting there you 
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might say was less than satisfactory. Ultimately, it seems to me that the CCC were saying that the 
disciplinary process, which I understand this morning concluded by the end of September 2009—
about a year from when the matter first started—in the end the CCC is effectively saying that it was 
inadequate. Are we better off knowing that as a result of that process, albeit that the process was a 
bit convoluted?   

Dr O’Callaghan: No. From the time the CCC took over the Spratt matter until the time they 
provided a report, nearly 18 months passed. Just to go back in history a bit, prior to this when the 
CCC released a video of the Spratt matter—if we go back even further in history, one of the pieces 
of information that we received from Spratt’s counsel or someone purporting to be acting on his 
behalf is that he was not interested in pursuing criminal charges against the police officers. Once the 
CCC released the video in conjunction with the Taser report, Mr Spratt came back to us with 
another person and said, “I do want to consider some sort of criminal action against these police 
officers.” At that time, given there was change, I sent the entire brief to the DPP so that it could 
have a look at that. The CCC then stepped in and decided it was going to do its own inquiry so the 
DPP suspended their consideration into whether those police officers should face any criminal 
action. Eighteen months elapsed and one of the CCC’s main recommendations is that I should 
forward the brief to the DPP so they could consider any action against the police officers. So 18 
months passed and we went full circle back to the very beginning, which is exactly where it is 
today.  

The CHAIRMAN: So are you saying that we are no better off as a result of the investigation? 

Dr O’Callaghan: We are not one step in front of where we were. It took 18 months to recommence 
the process of the DPP considering, because the DPP said, “Well if the CCC is doing this 
inquiry”—I spoke to the DPP—“we are not going to do anything until they tell us what to do.” So it 
all went into stasis for about 18 months, and now we are four years down the track from when the 
original event happened and those police officers are still not clear about their future. 

The CHAIRMAN: So at the time the CCC decided to release that footage as part of that education 
and prevention report, you could argue the public were better of knowing that this matter existed 
having been able to see the footage and make their own opinions about that. At that particular point 
in time—I understand from you—Mr Spratt came back and said, “Yes, I would like to look at the 
matter.” Then you sent it to the DPP.   

Dr O’Callaghan: Because he fundamentally changed his mind and his position about whether he 
was prepared to give evidence against police officers in a criminal trial, I thought it prudent to send 
it to the DPP to get an opinion, notwithstanding that those officers had already faced internal 
disciplinary processes about whether they ought to face some sort of criminal prosecution, and that 
is where that started off. But, in fact, after the CCC investigation, it all went back to the DPP and is 
still now circling around getting finalised. In fact, if you want to know where it is, Mr Staltari will 
be able to elaborate. 

[10.45 am] 

Mr Staltari: Just to put what the commissioner said in context, the commissioner referred it to the 
DPP on 11 October 2010, and the Corruption and Crime Commission decided to conduct their 
investigation on 12 November 2010, one month later. 

The CHAIRMAN: Now the current status of the matter today — 

Mr Staltari: The current status of the matter — 

The CHAIRMAN: — to the extent to which you can publicly disclose that. 

Mr Staltari: All right. It has been referred back to police, to me particularly, and we are examining 
all the investigation materials to determine what the way forward is. 

The CHAIRMAN: Referred back to you by whom? By the DPP? 
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Mr Staltari: The commission made a series of recommendations, and what they said in that 
recommendation, bearing in mind that they actually can charge officers themselves — 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes. 

Mr Staltari: But on this matter they suggested that the DPP give serious consideration to determine 
whether these people should be charged or not. We received advice that is subject to legal 
professional privilege. It has come to us, and then ultimately we will make a decision, and I dare 
say that that decision will be in consultation with the DPP because ultimately they will have to 
prosecute the matter if it does go there, and I am not suggesting that it will. 

The CHAIRMAN: I can understand why some people might be exasperated by this process. 

Mr Staltari: Well, it has basically been—to be quite frank, it has been a handball. We identified it; 
we dealt with it. When we went and spoke to Spratt, we never asked him on just one occasion, 
“What do you want to do?” and then walked away. It was quite a laboured process. We engaged 
him; we engaged the Aboriginal Legal Service. There was plenty of time for that to be considered. 
We got advice back from the Aboriginal Legal Service that he wanted to go that way, so we went 
that way. 

Dr O’Callaghan: It is, for want of a better word, in my mind, bizarre, because when the CCC took 
this over in November 2010, we thought they might take a month or so to review it and come back 
to us. They in fact took nearly 18 months to come up with the same set of instructions that we 
already were putting in place, or had put in place a month before they started. 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes; okay. We might move off this topic. I think it has been useful, though, 
commissioner. I will just turn to Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm who would like to engage on 
something. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: I was probably going to, in a manner of speaking, almost 
continue with that, but basically focused upon the sort of historic lack of collaboration, I was going 
to suggest, between WA Police and the CCC. That is my perception. I was going to then lead into 
some sort of a preferred complaints–style model that the ordinary, everyday person in the street 
might like to adopt, given that I have this belief that we need to perhaps bring the CCC and the WA 
Police into a more conciliatory, collaborative approach in relation to the issues that you have just 
been talking about. So I suppose my question then is: might there be a benefit in establishing a 
preferred complaints reception–style model, if you like, for citizens that would bring the CCC and 
the WA police more together than what appears to have been the case, certainly if you want to take 
the discussion that we have just had into account? 

Dr O’Callaghan: I guess it has been said by the Corruption and Crime Commission, and it is a 
point that I agree with, that primarily complaints against police and internal investigations should be 
the responsibility of the agency in the first instance. Now, we have a process where, obviously, we 
notify the CCC on investigations that we are doing, but one of the things I think we need to preserve 
as we move forward is the responsibility of the agency to manage in the first instance its affairs, 
because as much as it would be easy for me to say, “Let’s let the CCC manage oversight and 
inquiry of all police investigations”, the potential is that the agency can then abrogate its 
responsibility and actually not take an active interest in what is going on. So I think that what needs 
to be made clear to the community is that the first port of call for a complaint is the WA Police, if it 
is a complaint against a police officer. There is nothing stopping people from going directly to the 
CCC, but what they need to know is that any notification that we get becomes a notification to them 
anyway. Maybe that is not clear to the general community, that the CCC will get notified. 

The CHAIRMAN: I suspect, for most citizens, that would not be understood. 

Dr O’Callaghan: No, I do not think it is understood, and I think they might see the CCC as a more 
remote oversight body that dips in occasionally and has a bit of a look, but I think what needs to be 
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made clear is if you make a complaint to me, the CCC will know about it, and there is a mechanism 
for doing that. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Your model, by the way, if I could just interrupt there, 
certainly does spell that out very clearly, but I think what the Chairman says is something that we 
need, obviously, to bear in mind, and that is that the broader public have not the vaguest conception 
of what you have just said. 

Dr O’Callaghan: Yes. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Maybe there is a need, perhaps through some sort of an 
educative function that the CCC might have, for instance, to perhaps promote that in the broader 
community, because, to my way of thinking, that confusion leads to a lot of dissatisfaction. As 
members of Parliament, for instance, apart from your own professional occupation, it is the sort of 
thing that we field questions on literally all the time, and certainly they also come through this 
particular joint standing committee. 

Dr O’Callaghan: Yes; and I think the onus is probably on both agencies to do the education, not 
just the CCC. So, if that is a confusion and we are concerned about it, we ought to step forward and 
do some more to advise the community exactly what the process is, and I will let Mr Staltari 
elaborate. 

Mr Staltari: Just in terms of your primary point, the responsibility to investigate police officers 
rests with WA Police, because we are far better positioned to deal with those police officers through 
engaging in behavioural modification, managerial intervention, or even if we actually remove them 
from the agency. We are best placed to do that, and the legislation affords us to deal with that. If 
you have an external agency or oversight agencies doing that, what currently happens is that they go 
and do an inquiry, and they give it to us. We cannot use any of the materials that they give us; we 
have to go away and conduct another investigation to come up with the same result. 

The CHAIRMAN: Is there any circumstance where it is better off to have an external agency 
handling the investigation themselves? 

Mr Staltari: Well, they do, but then they bundle it up and give it to us, but we cannot use any of the 
materials. 

The CHAIRMAN: I understand that, but what I am saying is that in terms of the ideal model that 
we want to educate Western Australian citizens on, the first port of call for a complaint is to the WA 
Police. That triggers an automatic notification to the CCC, so people can be assured of that. 

Mr Staltari: And that is in place. 

The CHAIRMAN: What I am saying is that then WA Police is going to investigate it internally, as 
they should, but in what circumstances should the WA Police be saying, “No, we shouldn’t 
independently investigate this. Actually, the CCC should do that”? Is there a level of complaint 
where it just would be best if it was done independently? 

Mr Staltari: If it is touching on very senior officers in the agency. 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes; okay. 

Mr Staltari: So, it is circumstance like that. 

The CHAIRMAN: So the level of assistant commissioner, commissioner? When you say “senior”, 
how would you define that? 

Mr Staltari: Probably assistant commissioner and above. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: If I could just ask a question on that: in the appendix provided 
in your WA Police submission, you talk about first-level inquiry types, second level, third and 
fourth. 
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Mr Staltari: Yes. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Is what you are saying really predicated on the sort of 
information contained within those particular inquiry types? 

Mr Staltari: We have capacity to conduct all investigations, no matter what inquiry type it is. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Okay. 

Mr Staltari: So, we are well positioned to investigate an assistant commissioner, but in terms of the 
perception and conflict that arises, it may well better be that you have some independence there. But 
have we got capacity to do it? Yes, we have. Have we got the will to do it? Yes, we have. Just 
getting back to the point about the public being confused on how to make a complaint, we have 
made a significant investment in technology. If you go to the website—the Western Australia Police 
website—it says in there, “If you want to make a complaint against police, just click here”, and a 
police complaint form comes down, and you can make a complaint, and email it and send it to us. It 
is that simple. 

The CHAIRMAN: Commissioner, can I just take this a little bit further. I quite like the idea that, in 
general principle, complaints with regard to assistant commissioner and above are the types of 
matters that the CCC should independently investigate. I just want to know: would you also agree 
that any complaints in relation to the internal affairs unit, if I have used that terminology correctly, 
should also be independently investigated by the CCC? 

Dr O’Callaghan: Yes; and I think that is probably similar to the parliamentary inspector model, 
where, if there is a complaint about the CCC, it has got to go to them. So I think if it is internal 
affairs, definitely. There would not be anybody qualified then to do the investigation if the 
investigation was into internal affairs itself. 

The CHAIRMAN: What about—and excuse my ignorance here—the support structures for 
assistant commissioners? I can imagine each of you gentlemen are very busy, but you would have 
some support staff, maybe some executive support assistants and things like that. What about 
complaints in relation to any of their conduct? Where would that be best placed? 

Dr O’Callaghan: I still think that can be handled internally by an alternative portfolio. It obviously 
would not be done by the line manager in those circumstances, but they are the options, and in fact, 
if it was about the staff member of an assistant commissioner—maybe a staff officer or something 
like that, or an executive assistant—that could be done by the internal affairs unit. 

Mr Staltari: The managerial intervention model that we apply, which is the foundation on how we 
deal with police misconduct, so to speak—the concept is that if you have got a bunch of people 
working for you, you are responsible for them; and, if they do something wrong, you are going to 
have to investigate them. So make the investment so you do not have to investigate them. It is 
predicated on that model—right—and when we had an internal investigations unit, and all the 
police complaints were dealt with by them, people just never made that level of investment. As soon 
as the complaints went out to the districts and divisions, “If your people do something wrong, you 
will have to investigate it.” That is why we got the Police Complaints Administration Centre. They 
quality assure all the investigation to make sure that all the facts and issues have been identified and 
have been mitigated by inquiry, and the outcome that is achieved is reasonable. 

The CHAIRMAN: Commissioner, just to close the loop on this particular section, we have talked 
about the appropriateness of the CCC independently investigating any complaints at assistant 
commissioner level and above, and also the complaints in relation to the internal affairs unit. Just to 
close the loop on it, you will be familiar that the parliamentary inspector and this committee tabled 
a report during the last financial year specifically around the issue of allegations of serious assault 
by police officers. The issue there, you may recall, was that the then parliamentary inspector, Hon 
Chris Steytler, was not satisfied that there were enough independent investigations by the CCC in 
terms of proportion. I think, from memory, there were one or two independently investigated out of 
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some 300-odd complaints. The parliamentary inspector was quite strong on that point; this 
committee was as well, and I understand that subsequent to that, under new Commissioner 
Macknay, the CCC has been taking on that in greater proportion. Do you have any issue with that 
model in the sense of the CCC taking on more of a role with regard to allegations of serious assault 
by police? 

Dr O’Callaghan: No, not at all. I think the point I would make, of course, is that notwithstanding 
that those serious assaults would have already been investigated by our internal affairs unit or other 
people and there would be outcomes there, one of the things I think is of great value is for them to 
go and look at some of these, and a greater number of them, perhaps more in its educative role in 
respect of independently identifying trends or issues that might be repetitive across a series of those 
assaults. So I think from that perspective it would be very useful. I am not sure about the usefulness 
of doing it in terms of misconduct, because that would have already been well done by our internal 
people. 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes; okay. Very good. Mr Alban? 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: Commissioner, an area of concern for me is regarding a submission provided by 
the Western Australian Police Union of Workers. There was a survey in aid of this inquiry that was 
based on a survey of union members, and this has given the committee an insight into the 
practicalities associated with this inquiry. In this survey, two statistics were very concerning. Sixty 
per cent of respondents said they would not report police misconduct to the CCC, and later in the 
submission it is noted that 70 per cent of respondents would not report police misconduct to the 
internal affairs unit, which is another way of saying that 30 per cent would. Do you agree that these 
statistics appear to represent a serious culture problem within the police force insofar as they appear 
to directly contravene regulations 602 and 623 of the police force? 

[11.00 am] 

Dr O’Callaghan: No, I do not, for a couple of reasons. Firstly, I am not at all sure about the 
efficacy of that survey—what the sample was, how many people responded, et cetera. As you 
know, surveys are often responded to by the people who feel most aggrieved by something that is 
going on, but our statistics do not support that. If you look at our internal reporting from 2009–10 
and 2010–11 to 2011–12, in those years it has gone from 328 to 460 to 570, so the reporting of 
misconduct is increasing. I think the union survey does not necessarily reflect the reality in terms of 
our statistics. I do not understand how the survey was conducted, so it is very difficult for me to 
comment on that, but I would not agree with the general view that there is a serious culture problem 
in that respect. In fact, I would say it is getting better. 

Mr Staltari: Can I just add to that? If you look at the number of blue lines—blue line is our 
confidential reporting line that we have had—we have done a fair bit of work internally in terms of 
promoting our effort to employ early intervention strategies. We went, from last year to this year, 
13 to 27. Of those 27, 14 were about serious misconduct, so that demonstrates that there is a 
willingness to report serious matters. Quite frankly, with surveys, a lot of that material was not 
dated, so it may well be four, five or 10 years old, or someone responding to that survey may have 
been harbouring something that happened 10 years ago and is talking about it now. It is not relevant 
to the current environment, and you have to pitch it accordingly. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: In the same vein, could you please outline to the committee the level of 
education provided to new Western Australian police recruits pertaining to the issue of complaints? 
How should a junior Western Australian police officer handle a complaint that is brought to his or 
her attention? 

Mr Staltari: My people go out to the police academy and lecture to all new recruits. There is a 
three-hour lecture; they talk about our complaint management system, they talk about doing the 
right thing, and they talk to them about the obligation placed on them to report adverse conduct, so 
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if they are working with a colleague and they engage in adverse conduct, they need to report that. If 
they do not feel overtly comfortable doing that, they can use blue line. They talk to them about the 
supported witness program, the internal witness program that we have, and we talk to them about 
the managerial intervention model, what that means, and what the deliverables are of that. So we 
actually paint a picture early in people’s careers, and we also go to in-service training courses; we 
attend the supervisors’ course, and we remind them of the same thing. Initially, you spoke about 
two police regulations; there is, in fact, a third: 605(1)(j), relating to a police officer’s obligations, 
and it reads — 

report any corrupt, criminal, unlawful, dishonest or unethical conduct or breach of discipline 
which he knows, or suspects on reasonable grounds, that a member or cadet is committing 
or has committed; 

That is relatively new; it was implemented in 2009, so it actually corners what they have to report. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Assistant Commissioner, can I just take that a step or two 
further? With reference again to the report we received, it states on page 30 that WA Police argue 
that the CCC does not sufficiently invest in the prevention of education function. I am leading now 
along the pathway to officers of the WA police force, once they have been in there some time. I 
think you have already alluded to this but how might—in the estimation of the three of you as 
police officers—the CCC then better discharge this particular prevention in education function with 
regard to your officers? 

Dr O’Callaghan: I think, for a start, it might choose to have some meetings with us about choosing 
some thematic issues to follow. I do not think there has been a high-level meeting between the 
police and the CCC since 2009 on this issue, and it would seem to me — I will go to an internal 
model, where we work with our own audit committee. We sit down and we discuss thematic issues 
that we want audited, so there is a number of things that come up; it might be putting annual leave 
on the system or whatever, and occasionally we will say, “We want to go and do an audit of that”. 
What is not happening is the CCC and the police sitting down together at that level and identifying 
the themes for that educative function—what should we have a look at, what should we research 
and what sort of outcomes are we looking for? I think you have to have that connection, you have to 
have those regular meetings, before you are going to be able to get that function working properly. 

The CHAIRMAN: Since 2009? 

Mr Staltari: September 2009; that was the last meeting. 

The CHAIRMAN: I find that puzzling, but — 

Insp. Young: I think it is important to weigh in that there is the meeting that Mr Staltari attends. 
The commissioner is referring to a very senior level meeting; there are liaison meetings, but they 
are not strategic meetings. 

Mr Staltari: There were two level meetings that would occur, and there is a memorandum of 
understanding between the agencies. That memorandum of understanding says that there will be 
established a Corruption and Crime Commission and WA Police joint steering committee, which is 
attended by high-level officers from the commission and the commissioner and his senior officers 
attend. That is supposed to occur quarterly; they were occurring up to September 2009. When I 
started at the portfolio in 2009, I approached the commission because there were no regular 
meetings and suggested that there should be a liaison meeting at our level, my level, to give us the 
opportunity to talk about some of this stuff. It kind of fell on deaf ears because it is one of 
independence: “We need to be seen to be separated from you people and basically we should not be 
seen to be in bed together.” 

The CHAIRMAN: Notwithstanding the fact that the CCC supports the idea of a reference group 
model for organised crime. 
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Mr Staltari: Out of the blue, about 18 months ago, the commission approached me and said, “We’d 
like to have liaison meetings”, and I said, “Thank you—I suggested that 18 months ago; I’m happy 
to do so.” So we do them quarterly, and it was at one — 

The CHAIRMAN: That is in place today? 

Mr Staltari: Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN: At assistant commissioner level? 

Mr Staltari: That is at assistant commissioner level, and the director—the titles change often; I do 
not know; one of the directors there. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: How would the assistant commissioner impact upon the 
internal affairs unit? 

Mr Staltari: The superintendent from the police complaints administration centre and the 
superintendent from internal affairs attend that meeting, so they are party to it; it was at one of those 
meetings that I raised the fact that, contrary to the MOU, there had not been a joint standing 
committee meeting. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Can I then put it to you: one of the questions I had was is it 
true that there are instances in which the CCC will issue a section 42 notice prohibiting the internal 
affairs unit from investigating a matter, and undertake its own investigation for a period and then 
refer the inquiry back to WA Police without explanation or advice as to the nature of the inquiries 
conducted and the evidence found? Is that a true statement?  

Mr Staltari: It does happen, yes. It is not so much a problem with section 42, because quite frankly, 
you cannot have two authorities investigating the same matter. The reality of it is that the sections 
of the CCC act make it quite specific that we cannot use those materials. If the act were amended to 
say that when the Corruption and Crime Commission do an investigation and do not want to pursue 
it and say “here”, we can then use those materials without having to duplicate what they have 
already done. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: That duplication is obviously time-consuming, very much 
cost effective, and there are so many issues with it, so your solution would obviously be some sort 
of legislative imperative — 

Mr Staltari: Yes, amend the act so that—I am probably reluctant to raise this, but the Mal Shervill 
and Dave Caporn issue; they did an inquiry and made findings of misconduct. The commissioner 
cannot do anything with that. What does a finding of misconduct mean? It means a finding of 
misconduct. The commissioner cannot act on that finding of misconduct. The commissioner then 
has to go away, do his own investigation, and take action. Well, what a waste of time all that is. 

The CHAIRMAN: Assistant commissioner, you might be best placed to answer this question: does 
WA Police have any key performance indicators or preferred outcomes in terms of the time it takes 
to resolve a complaint against WA Police? 

Mr Staltari: Yes, we do. 

The CHAIRMAN: What would that timeframe be? 

Mr Staltari: For a local complaint resolution, it is 30 days. For an assessable file, it is 60 days. 

The CHAIRMAN: Can you just explain the difference? 

Mr Staltari: A local complaint resolution might be a service delivery-type complaint; it might be a 
low-level use of force incident; it could be any one of a number of instances where it is a low-level 
complaint, so to speak. So rather than do a fully assessable file, which is not required, we contact 
the complainant and we say to the complainant, “What are your expectations out of all this”, and 
they might say, “I just want the officer spoken to”, and we then go to the officer. If the officer puts 
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his hand up and agrees to it, “Yeah, I did the wrong thing there”, and is accepting of behavioural 
modification and managerial intervention, we will then go back to the complainant and say, “Look, 
it’s been effectively resolved; are you happy with that?” “Yes, I am”, and we get them to sign a 
form, and then it is done and dusted. 

The CHAIRMAN: So it might have something to do, for example, with the tone of the officer in 
dealing with a person or something like that? 

Mr Staltari: It might well be, or that the officer laughed right throughout giving an infringement 
notice—those types of complaints. But if it is a serious matter and amounts to serious 
unprofessional conduct, then it is a fully assessable investigation and they have 60 days to do that. 
The reason why we put a timeframe around that is to put an effective control mechanism over that, 
because otherwise it will just sit there and everything will take precedence over it. We are saying, 
“This is a priority; you need to get this done—one, to meet the expectation of the person who made 
the complaint that it is going to be dealt with in a reasonable time, and two, an officer should be 
dealt with in a reasonable time.” There is no point in dealing with an officer when the issue 
happened six months ago; you want to be dealing with the officer as soon as possible after the 
incident. 

The CHAIRMAN: Okay, so the 60 days for the assessable file—what is actually the tangible 
outcome at the end of that 60 days? Is that the complete finalisation of the complaint? 

Mr Staltari: That is the complete finalisation. It has to arrive at the police complaints 
administration centre; it then goes to an inspector there and he will quality assure the file. 

The CHAIRMAN: Okay. I imagine some matters must be complex and it is not necessarily 
possible to complete it within 60 days. 

Mr Staltari: If it is a serious matter and internal affairs conduct the investigation, internal affairs 
are not subject to a timeline, simply because they do all the complex investigations, and complex 
investigations take longer. 

The CHAIRMAN: But is there some kind of key performance indicator that you, being in charge 
of that division, would like to see matters resolved in X period of time? 

Mr Staltari: Most definitely, and in the structure and internal affairs unit, we have a 
superintendent, we have three inspectors and each inspector has a senior sergeant, and on a weekly 
basis every investigation is discussed—where we are at, “why aren’t you doing this, why haven’t 
you done that already, what’s the hold-up?” If it is a hold-up for anyone, then a couple of teams 
might come together to expedite that. As well as that, every week there is a tasking and 
coordinating group meeting and they discuss the investigations that are on hand. So there is a 
management governance framework sitting over that, so not one investigation can be forgotten. 

The CHAIRMAN: How many might you have up for discussion on any particular week? 

Mr Staltari: The tasking and coordinating group is not just to talk about investigations; it is to talk 
about new information and reports that have come in and whether there is going to be an 
investigation about that or who should do that investigation. But in terms of the investigations that 
are on the floor, so to speak, they are managed weekly. 

The CHAIRMAN: How many of them might there be at any given time, in rough terms? 

Mr Staltari: In rough terms, probably 50.  

[11.15 am] 

The CHAIRMAN: Could you just take that on notice to provide a current figure after the meeting? 

Mr Staltari: We will. 
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The CHAIRMAN: For the purpose of today’s discussion, we are talking about 50 a week that 
would be live at any given time. With those 50, though, what is your preferred outcome? Would 
you like to see those 50 matters completed within 12 months, six months, or is it just a case of how 
long is a piece of string? 

Mr Staltari: What I would prefer is as soon as possible; it is as simple as that. 

The CHAIRMAN: Of course. It just seems to me that you have given some strong guidance to 
people at a local level in terms of the 30 days and the 60 days, but it seems the complex matters 
have a lot more flexibility. 

Mr Staltari: I know that, but in the complex matters, without me saying too much here, the 
investigations are not all overt. There is a covert component that goes with that, and there is a 
significant investment in time in those covert investigations. 

The CHAIRMAN: Okay, let me use 12 months as a guide, because I know that that is effectively 
how long you have said the Spratt matter took. Internal affairs received it in September 2008. As far 
as you are concerned, everything had been dealt with in September 2009, and final materials and 
whatnot were provided to the Corruption and Crime Commission on 10 November 2009. So, that 
would be a serious matter. I think most people would refer to that as a serious matter, and that was a 
12-month timeframe. Is that a reasonable timeframe? 

Mr Staltari: Can I bring some clarification over that? The initial investigation was completed in 
December 2008, and then there were a number of complicating issues. I am not in a position to tell 
the committee what those complicating issues were, but it took a fair bit of time of toing and froing 
between the DPP and the ALS, and waiting for those responses and for all that to occur. Eventually 
the investigation was completed in June 2009, and then we commenced the disciplinary charges. 
That turned into bigger than Ben-Hur. It is one of our frustrations with those disciplinary charges, 
the extent of legal particularisation that went with all of that and to the point that it cost us $10 000 
for transcripts. It just got blown out—you could do a murder trial with less effort than that—and 
that took about three or four months to work through. So the investigation file went to the CCC 
after that or just prior, two weeks before the hearing results were published, which I think was on 29 
November 2009. So effectively you could say that the investigation was done and dusted well 
within the 12 months; it was done and dusted by mid-2009 but for the disciplinary charges. 

The CHAIRMAN: I just want to understand at what point in time do you as assistant commissioner 
get concerned that a matter is taking too long? In your mind what is a rough timeframe that you 
think, “Okay, look, this is extraordinary”? If I said to you that a matter was taking five years, I am 
sure you would agree with me that that is too long. 

Mr Staltari: It would be very rare that something would go five years. 

The CHAIRMAN: Sure, but what is the timeframe that you think to yourself or alerts you to think, 
“This matter is a problem. I am very concerned this is taking too long. I now need to personally 
pick up this file and engage”? 

Mr Staltari: Anything over three months I would become concerned. If it is an overt investigation 
and not subject to significant covert investment, I would say three months. In police shootings—
there are a lot of things that hold up investigations; it is not so much the actual investigation—we 
might be waiting for DNA material, we might be waiting for some expert advice, we might be 
waiting for forensic material to be returned to us. All that stuff holds up an investigation. 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Is resourcing ever an issue for you? 

Mr Staltari: No. 
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The CHAIRMAN: Commissioner, can I then ask you: would you say that for the benefit of the 
CCC it would be useful for them to have a similar framework in terms of times for the resolution of 
matters? We have talked about the Spratt matter at length earlier in terms of the fact that it took 18 
months, which by all accounts seems to be too long. What would be, from your point of view as the 
commander of the WA Police, a preferred length of time in which you could know that if someone 
is making a complaint about your police officers, you are going to get a response within this period 
of time from the CCC? 

Dr O’Callaghan: A couple of things I want to say on the back of what was said here is that it 
depends on when you consider the investigation is finished. So, for argument’s sake, the 
investigation into Spratt was finished by December 2008, but then you go into a disciplinary 
process where there is an action that takes months. So, if you consider that the conclusion of the 
investigation was about three months after the initial event, that is not a bad result for something 
that serious. Then you have all the other stuff, the disciplinary and the action, which you might 
consider separate to that. I think that if we apply that to the Corruption and Crime Commission, it 
gets to the point where the recommendations are finalised. And assuming that the Corruption and 
Crime Commission is only going to be doing among the most serious of investigations, I would 
consider that six months at the outside is the upper limit of where we want to go, because we have a 
whole series of internal things to manage while this is going on. We have police officers on stand-
downs and standing aside who do not know what the future is et cetera. So, we need to get to a 
situation where there are recommendations on my desk, or a response that finalises it as far as the 
Corruption and Crime Commission is concerned, within six months. I then have to go into some 
other processes, like a section 8 process or a section 23, which is the discipline process, or 
something else. 

The CHAIRMAN: And that may take more time? 

Dr O’Callaghan: Yes, it will. And, as Mr Staltari pointed out, the section 23 disciplinary process is 
inordinately convoluted and takes a long period of time to get through; in fact so much so that I 
have almost stopped using it because it is just not productive. 

The CHAIRMAN: So for a citizen of Western Australia, if they were to put in a complaint to 
Western Australia Police today in relation to a matter, they should have some confidence from you 
that there will be a resolution, an outcome, in terms of the investigation being completed and some 
communication at the outer end by six months, albeit that after the six months there may be 
additional things that flow through, depending on the particular circumstances, like disciplinary 
charges or proceedings or anything like that? 

Dr O’Callaghan: I agree with that, and I think there is a credibility issue, not just from the 
perspective of dealing with the complainant, but of course the media are very interested in some of 
these things as well. So you do not want them to drag on and on and on and not be able to say 
exactly what is going on and what is not completed, unless it is the most unusual of cases, as Mr 
Staltari points out, where there is a protected, covert investigation required. 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, okay. For example, if we go back to the Spratt matter, at the moment it is 
obviously for yourselves to consider where this matter is going to head. When was it that the matter 
was referred back, did you say? 

Dr O’Callaghan: From the DPP? 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes. 

Dr O’Callaghan: When did we get our advice? 

Mr Staltari: It was 21 May 2012. 

The CHAIRMAN: So, they are getting pretty close then to the span of the six-month mark, so I 
guess, commissioner, we will take that on board. That is good. 
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Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: We spoke very briefly on a couple of occasions about the WA 
Police Union of Workers’ submission. I just wanted to make one particular point and seek, 
commissioner, your response to this. In the survey there are two statistics revealed and I believe 
they are quite concerning. One says that 60 per cent of respondents said that they would not report 
police misconduct to the CCC; and later in the submission it is noted that 70 per cent of respondents 
would report police misconduct to the internal affairs unit, which is another way of saying that 
30 per cent would not. My question then basically is: would you agree that those particular statistics 
are representative of a significant cultural problem in the force; and, if so, surely in that respect then 
they would appear to directly contravene regulations 602 and 603 of the police force regulations? 

Dr O’Callaghan: I think that was also a question asked by Frank Alban. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: My apologies then. If that is the case then, really my question 
is: what then may well be the implications for the role of the CCC in that particular respect, given 
that they would obviously recognise this particular issue is not forthcoming or various issues are not 
forthcoming and they should be? 

Dr O’Callaghan: Our internal reporting does not show that, and as I pointed out earlier, over the 
last three years the figures have gone from 328 to 460 to 570; so they are on the increase. So, our 
internal statistics do not bear out what the union survey is saying. As I pointed out earlier, some of 
these surveys are pretty light on in terms of the validity of the way they run them, and I think we 
have to be careful about exactly how we interpret the information. But our internal statistics 
certainly do not support what the union is saying. 

Mr Staltari: If I can add, that is no requirement in law for them to report to the CCC. So my 
answer, you know, is so what that they are not inclined to report to the CCC? We are far more 
interested in the report to us because there is a legislative requirement for them to report to us. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: That figure, though, according to the union, if you like, was 
still only 70 per cent to your internal affairs unit. 

Mr Staltari: I know that but all reports do not go to the internal affairs unit. A lot of reports go to 
the Police Complaints Administration Centre. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: And that is what I want you to be able to tell me. 

Mr Staltari: If they posed the question: would you report to the CCC or would you report to the 
internal affairs unit, why would you not add in there to bring balance, “Would you report to the 
Police Complaints Administration Centre”? So whatever figure you get out of there, what does it 
mean? 

Dr O’Callaghan: Can I make a comment? I do not want to go too close to material that you do not 
want to explore in this committee hearing, but one of the concerns that I have over the recent 
reporting of the Corruption and Crime Commission is that one of the key witnesses was completely 
exposed in the final report. Now, if you were a police officer wanting to report misconduct and you 
knew there was potential for all your evidence to be replicated in the final report that would be 
made available to the public, then that would be something which would, I think, discourage you 
from wanting to make a complaint under those circumstances. So, that is a concern to me. I am not 
suggesting that this is replicated in the union figures, but if you were any sort of person who wanted 
to give evidence or complain about something and you knew that at some stage that would all 
become public, that surely would be a disincentive. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Commissioner, as you would appreciate, those issues have 
come before this particular committee in the past, so I take that on board. 

The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps, commissioner, unless there is anything that you or any of your 
colleagues would like to raise, I will probably conclude at this point, knowing that as per usual we 
are time poor. But I might just ask you to take on notice, because I suspect that this would be 
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unreasonable for you to know this information offhand, and if you would be able to get back to the 
committee with regard to the number of complaints year-by-year—perhaps I might push the limit 
and ask for a 10-year period of time, if it is possible—that have been received with regard to 
assistant commissioner level or above; and also any complaints that have been received over that 
period of time year-by-year in relation to the internal affairs unit; just so we have some indication of 
the volume following on from that discussion we had earlier. 

Dr O’Callaghan: Okay, so that is received internally complaints about people who are of the rank 
of assistant commissioner or above. 

The CHAIRMAN: That is right, yes. And then separately in terms of — 

Dr O’Callaghan: And IAU, yes. 

Mr Staltari: And the internal affairs unit? 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes. 

Dr O’Callaghan: Members of the internal affairs unit, yes. 

Mr Staltari: Members, is it? Okay. 

Dr O’Callaghan: So, any complaints about the conduct of any individual member in the internal 
affairs unit. 

The CHAIRMAN: That is right, so that we have a better idea of the volume of complaints that we 
might be looking at that the CCC would have to independently investigate. I suspect it is not going 
to be big numbers, but I just would like to have an appreciation. 

Mr Staltari: As a case in point, recently—and I will not mention names—there was a complaint 
against a member of the internal affairs unit and we have actually dealt with it. 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, sure. 

Mr Staltari: We dealt with it within the internal affairs unit. 

The CHAIRMAN: Nevertheless, there would have been a matter like all others that were subject to 
the oversight of the CCC and the CCC would have been aware and are aware of that matter. 

Mr Staltari: The CCC are almost immediately aware. We have got, and in submission we spoke 
about, IAPro, which is our case management system. The CCC have got access to that case 
management system, and there is a part in IAPro that when you turn it on, it comes up “What’s 
New?” So every time they turn on, they know exactly the new entries that go in there. 

The CHAIRMAN: And, commissioner, just to conclude, we may have some other questions that 
we may refer to you in correspondence and so I would be grateful if you would be able to get back 
to us at your earliest opportunity, noting that the committee is now due to report when Parliament 
concludes next month. 

Dr O’Callaghan: No problem. 

The CHAIRMAN: On that basis, I want to thank you for your evidence before the committee 
today. 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 by 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. Thank you. 

The Witnesses: Thank you. 

Hearing concluded at 11.30 am 


