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Committee met at 9.30 am

DASEY, MR JOHN
Senior Industrial Officer,
Community and Public Sector Union/Civil Service Association,
examined:

COOPER, MR GARY
Workplace Delegate for Anti-Corruption Commission,
Community and Public Sector Union/Civil Service Association,
examined:

BEESON, MR DAVID
Workplace Delegate for Anti-Corruption Commission,
Community and Public Sector Union/Civil Service Association,
examined:

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Giz Watson):  Thank you very much for attending.  I give the
chairman’s apologies.  He had to attend another meeting briefly so I am stepping in at this time.  On
behalf of the committee I welcome you to the meeting.  I remind you that your transcript will
become a matter for the public record.  If for some reason you wish to make a confidential
statement during today’s proceedings, you should request that the evidence be taken in a closed
session.  If the committee grants your request, any public and media in attendance will be excluded
from the hearing.  Please note that until such time as the transcript of your public evidence is
finalised, it should not be made public.  Premature publication or disclosure of public evidence may
constitute a contempt of Parliament and may mean that the material published or disclosed is not
subject to parliamentary privilege.

I note at this stage that we have received two documents this morning - correspondence from the
Anti-Corruption Commission and a copy of public sector management regulations - which have
been formally tabled.  Would anyone like to make an opening statement to the committee?

Mr Dasey:  I have prepared an opening statement that answers some of the committee’s written
questions.  I am not sure whether the committee would like me to start with questions or my
prepared statement?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  A statement would be great.

Mr Dasey:  The Civil Service Association gave a submission to the committee on behalf of our
members employed at the Anti-Corruption Commission.  Some 65 members out of about 80 staff at
the ACC are members of the CSA.  We addressed two issues and saw two outcomes.  The first
relates to the committee’s first question.  Since June this year, there has been a protracted argument
about the future of the staff at the ACC and their status as public sector workers.  Most of that
dispute has not been with the actual employer but with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.
Four or five conferences have been held with the Industrial Relations Commission in which the
respondent to our action has been the ACC.  The commission directed the Department of the
Premier and Cabinet to provide a representative because they held the effective solutions to the
issues we raised .  It has been fairly unusual from the union’s perspective to see so many points
contested on what is a fairly regularly occurring issue - namely, the winding up of an agency or the
abolition of its functions - and the treatment of the staff involved.  At every point in this matter we
have found resistance from the central government agencies.  The first of those was whether staff at
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the ACC were considered to be permanent.  They had been so appointed by their employer and they
had letters to establish that.  The employer had sought proper advice about how to proceed with
appointing people both from their own lawyers as well as from the Department of the Premier and
Cabinet and the Department of Community and Employment Protection.  The Department of the
Premier and Cabinet’s initial position was that it wanted to review each individual’s case to
establish whether the department thought they were permanent or should have been given
permanency.  That is fairly unusual, because if a person has been made permanent by his employer
and that is the nature of his employment contract, that should stand.  We got through that to some
extent in the industrial relations conferences.  The second question became: if they are permanent,
are they eligible to be covered by the Public Sector Management Act regulations on redeployment
and redundancy?  We thought that would have been automatic.  It was almost like pulling teeth to
get proper admission about that.

In mid July we became aware of a legal opinion that the Crown Solicitor’s office had provided to
the ACC about the application to the ACC’s staff of the redeployment regulations.  We requested a
copy of the legal advice from the ACC.  The ACC wrote back telling us the nature of that advice,
but chose not to give us a copy of it.  However, the ACC’s letter indicates that if it became an issue
in the Industrial Relations Commission, it would be prepared to provide a copy at that point.  I think
it was being normally careful as people are with legal advice.  I refer to the letter that I distributed
to the committee.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Is that the letter of 16 July addressed to Sandy Newby?

Mr Dasey:  That is correct.  The relevant point is paragraph (3) on the first page which indicates
that the advice the ACC received states -

In the event of the Commission being abolished and the employees remain to be redeployed
or take voluntary severance it would seem that those employees may cease to be eligible for
either under the regulations;

The logic behind that statement is that a large number of matters in the regulations require action by
a person’s employing authority.  In the copy of the regulations I have passed to the committee, I
have underlined and marked with an asterisk each of those points in the regulations, starting on
page 8, to show when action would be required of the employing authority.  As members will see, a
couple of dozen points have an asterisk alongside them.  In each of those points, action in relation to
a person in a redeployment situation must be taken by his employing authority.  Even in situations
in which action is taken by the Minister for Public Sector Management, generally speaking it is at
the initiation of the employing authority.

Hon PETER FOSS:  I take it that people do not end up being employed by the Minister for Public
Sector Management by default when an organisation disappears.

Mr Dasey:  I think it could, but I do not think it is as clear as that.  Crown Law opinion seems to
indicate that if there is not a specific employing authority because it has been abolished, there is
doubt about where people stand as employees.  The ACC staff are not public servants, so it would
not be a matter of whether someone had responsibility, say, for the public service.  Staff are a step
removed from that in the ACC.  My view is that if the employing authority were abolished and not
replaced by another employing authority, a person would have difficulty bringing any action to
secure his rights.  He might seek to bring it against the Minister for Public Sector Management or to
bring it vaguely against the Crown.  I do not believe any of those would ensure that the success of
an action was a dead certainty.  On our reading, it appears that the problem raised by Crown Law
advice is quite real.  A fortnight ago in the Industrial Relations Commission we received a
commitment from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet that, should the ACC be formally
abolished and staff had not already been redeployed to another agency or taken voluntary
severance, the department would take administrative action to place them with another employing
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authority.  However, it was some two months into industrial relations proceedings before we
secured that commitment.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  What is the status of that?  Is it a registered agreement through
the Industrial Relations Commission?

Mr Dasey:  Although it has not eventuated, we have been promised, and are fully expecting, a letter
from the Premier to that effect - giving a commitment.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  That has been hanging around for some time.  Promises have
been made but nothing has been received in writing.

Mr Dasey:  That is right.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Even since the last Industrial Relations Commission hearing you
still have a promise but no confirmation.

Mr Dasey:  That is right.  We have been assured by staff in the Department of the Premier and
Cabinet that a letter has been drafted and is with the Premier for signature.  However, we do not
have it yet.

Hon KATE DOUST:  Were any instructions given by the Industrial Relations Commission to have
that done or has it come about by agreement?

Mr Dasey:  I think part of the difficulty is that the commission gave no orders.  There are some
jurisdictional questions about whether it can give orders against the Department of the Premier and
Cabinet concerning the action we have on foot.  The public service arbitrator Commissioner Scott
has pushed the Department of the Premier and Cabinet towards those directions and recorded the
fact that the department has given that commitment.  We are expecting it to happen, but it has not
yet.

It was on that basis that we made our submission to the committee about the legislation needing to
contain a provision about an alternative employing authority, if one were needed, at the point the
ACC was abolished.  I have probably dealt with the first question.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I think you probably have.  The second question reads -

At page 2 of the submission you propose a new clause 252(5) that appears to be directed to
overcoming the problems canvassed in the previous question.  The clause provides that the
Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet would become the
employing authority of staff when the Anti-Corruption Commission is abolished.

Has such a clause been used elsewhere?

Why has the Director General been nominated as the employing authority?

[9.45 am]

Mr Dasey:  Certainly, legislation that abolishes agencies or sets up replacement agencies has
included transitional provisions providing for staff to continue in employment.

Hon PETER FOSS:  With the replacing agency?

Mr Dasey:  That is right.  Generally, it would be with the replacing agency.  We have not sought
that in this case.  Part of the reason is that quite some time ago we came to a conclusion that the
Government was very much committed to having a selection process for the staff of the Corruption
and Crime Commission.  Normally, our position would be to say that there should be transfers of
staff or direct redeployment.  We have just recognised, if you like, the very firm commitment from
the Government that it does not want that to be the case; that it wants to select its staff.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Can I just get this clear?  The union’s normal position is that
like-to-like transfers should take place.  The Government has taken a position, and you have
acquiesced to that preferred position?
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Mr Dasey:  I think we have accepted that if we get the proper redeployment rights, given where we
started, that would be a fairly good outcome.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  If they have like-to-like transfer or redeployment from the
outgoing to the incoming organisation, do they not automatically have those rights?

Mr Dasey:  When it comes to a new agency being created and the old one being abolished, if the
legislation provided that they transfer across, they would.  The other mechanism would be that
when their position in the old agency is abolished, they become eligible for redeployment.  They
have rights of redeployees to be considered only with other redeployees, for positions in the new
agency, unless the Department of the Premier and Cabinet has the authority to give an exemption
against that.  That is what we expect in this case.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Do you realise that Parliament finally makes the decision on this, and
Parliament might take the same attitude as yours about what is normal and appropriate?

Mr Dasey:  Certainly.

Hon PETER FOSS:  We are interested to hear your views on that.  Can you tell us how many
people are involved?

Mr Dasey:  I think there are 80 staff.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Does that include both clerical and investigative staff?   Do you know what
the mix is between the two?

Mr Beeson:  There are 25 clerical staff.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Are the rest investigative staff?

Mr Beeson:  There is operational support as well.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Where could the investigative staff be transferred to?

Mr Dasey:  There are not a lot of other agencies.

Hon PETER FOSS:  It just seems to me that, if you try to transfer someone to something totally
different, it would be constructive dismissal.

Mr Dasey:  It could be, I guess.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Especially since some of the investigative staff are highly
specialised in such things as telecommunications interception and so on.

Hon PETER FOSS:  There is probably nowhere for them to go within the Western Australian
public service at all.  It just seems to me that what is being proposed is constructive dismissal for at
least the majority of the staff concerned.  I am a bit surprised that you are not up in arms about that.

Mr Dasey:  We have taken some practical views on what we might be able to achieve.  If the
Parliament determines that people should transfer across, I do not think there would be any
problems with that whatsoever.

Hon KATE DOUST:  Has there been any indication from your members that some of them would
seize upon the opportunity of taking voluntary redundancy, if it were to be offered?

Mr Dasey:  It has not come up.

Hon KATE DOUST:  I am just saying that sometimes there are occasions when people say that
maybe this is an opportunity to do something else as well.

Mr Beeson:  Most people have indicated a desire to have a permanent position.

Hon KATE DOUST:  Yes.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Hon Derrick Tomlinson has pointed out a rather interesting provision in
Queensland.
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Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  In Queensland, when the Crime and Misconduct Commission
was created, the Crime and Misconduct Act 2001, at section 363, stated -

(1) To remove any doubt, it is declared that on the commencement a person who,
immediately before the commencement, was an employee of the criminal justice
commission or the Queensland crime commission -

(a) becomes an employee of the commission; -

That is, the new Crime and Misconduct Commission -

and

(b) has a right to a salary or wage rate not lower than the person's salary or wage
rate immediately before the commencement.

(2) To remove any doubt, it is declared that for subsection (1)(a) -

(a) a person who, immediately before the commencement was a permanent
employee of the criminal justice commission or the Queensland crime
commission is taken to be a permanent employee of the commission; and

By legislative decision, all the rights are transferred.  Is that not a much cleaner way of doing it?

Mr Dasey:  I think it would be, and -

Hon PETER FOSS:  The alternative is a legislative sacking, is it not?

Mr Dasey:  I guess it is, although, to be fair, they would have redeployment rights, like anyone else
whose position is abolished in the sector.

Hon PETER FOSS:  For the 25 clerical staff and some other management staff on the human
resources side, that may be true, but for investigative officers, it is a sacking.

Mr Dasey:  It would be difficult for them to be placed in roles that would use their skills.

Hon KATE DOUST:  Where did those people doing the investigative work come from
beforehand?

Mr Beeson:  They are all from law enforcement or similar agencies in the eastern States.  Very few
were recruited locally, so they have all made a significant commitment coming to Perth, etc.

Mr Cooper:  This is one of the travesties.  As recently as January of this year we have employed
people from the eastern States, who have given up safe careers, and have held high rank in other
agencies - some as high as inspector and above - and very quickly afterwards there is a prospect that
they will thrown on the scrap heap.  That is not very palatable at all, really.  The staff of the agency
are totally bereft as to why the Government should take this attitude.  To partly answer the question
asked of Mr Dasey about why we have acquiesced on the like-to-like transfers, it has taken us six or
seven months of hard battling just to get where we are now, with a promise.  Every step of the way
we have been fighting a battle.  Irrespective of what has been agreed at the conferences, we have
had to go back and remind them of the points that have been made.  People at the Anti-Corruption
Commission are just taking comfort that they have at least got redeployment and redundancy rights
- in other words, they have permanency in the public sector - which were being denied until very
recently.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  We have established that 80 people are affected.  How many of
the staff of the Anti-Corruption Commission, including the investigative staff, have already sought
employment and moved elsewhere?

Mr Cooper:  Quite a large number.  I manage the intelligence unit and, of a staff of eight, five will
potentially be leaving.  Since the Government decided to abolish the commission and said that there
will be no like-to-like transfers, and we had this issue about the employing authority, people have
not rested on their laurels; they have actively sought employment elsewhere, and quite a few have



Legislation Monday, 8 September 2003 Page 6

secured places elsewhere.  In fact this week some employees are being interview for jobs with other
agencies, which again is very sad, because of the expertise and corporate knowledge the Anti-
Corruption Commission holds.  It takes a good number of years to amass that sort of knowledge,
and that will be lost to the new agency.  This is one of the things we fear, and we see it as a
difficulty for the new agency.  The police royal commission is focussed on only 5 000 police
officers, whereas the Anti-Corruption Commission currently holds corporate knowledge and has
been dealing with issues for approximately 150 000 people.  This will be the travesty.  It is
something we will lose forever, once these people walk out the door.  It is not a question of simply
replacing the person, it is a question of trying to replace that corporate knowledge, which is
invaluable.

Hon PETER FOSS:  You tend to lose the better ones, too.  That is a problem.

Mr Cooper:  Absolutely.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Could I explore this further?  It is my understanding that the
intention is that staff of the Royal Commission Into Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or
Criminal Conduct by Western Australian Police Officers are being transferred to the new
Corruption and Crime Commission.

Mr Cooper:  We have not had that confirmed, but the rumour going around is that they have been
given special privileges and special places over existing Anti-Corruption Commission employees.
This has really ruffled feathers, bearing in mind that the staff of the royal commission were brought
in on a temporary basis, knowing unequivocally that they were there for only 18 months.  They
were paid salary enhancements to get them over here in the first place, and they were employed on
a fixed-term basis, quite categorically.  And yet, permanent ACC officers were seemingly -

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  This is one of the points I wanted to explore with you.  You said
previously that the Anti-Corruption Commission staff might win positions on merit, after a selection
process.  So the existing staff of the Anti-Corruption Commission, with corporate knowledge in
non-police matters, have to win their positions on merit, whereas it would appear that the royal
commission staff are being given preference.  Will they have to win their positions on merit, by
competitive entry also?

Mr Dasey:  We do not know that.

Mr Beeson:  I believe that that is the case, yes.  They will have to compete for positions.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  The argument is that the royal commission staff have corporate
knowledge they have acquired as a result of the investigations associated with the royal
commission, but as you indicated, it is restricted to police matters, which make up 46 per cent of the
Anti-Corruption Commission workload.  The majority of the work of the ACC is non-police
matters.

Mr Cooper:  That is correct.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  The royal commission staff have none of that corporate
knowledge.

Mr Cooper:  That is correct.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Is it not also correct that many of the matters that have been
aired publicly in the royal commission have been matters previously investigated by the ACC, and
that much of the evidence tested in the royal commission’s public hearings has been given to the
royal commission by the ACC?

Mr Cooper:  That is absolutely correct.  The vast majority of the investigations undertaken by the
royal commission were, to coin a phrase, ex-ACC investigations - matters that we could not, for
want of a better word, progress any further because of lack of powers.  One of the things the ACC
has been seeking for a number of years now is the power to have public hearings, and air all the
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problems, as the royal commission has had the benefit of doing.  Notwithstanding all the jobs
referred to the royal commission, the Anti-Corruption Commission has worked cheek by jowl with
the royal commission, providing investigative, electronic, intelligence and even surveillance
support, to a large degree, so much so that quite a bit of our investigative capacity has been taken up
doing royal commission work.  This fact has been acknowledged by Mr Hastings in public, and it
was also acknowledged in the commissioner’s interim report, published in January of this year.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  In the area of telecommunications interception, for example on
the ACC web site, there is an indication that 45 warrants have been sought, 25 of which were for
joint operations with the royal commission.

Mr Cooper:  That is correct.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  So the corporate knowledge that the royal commission
investigators might have as a result of their work is in large part shared with the ACC investigators.

Mr Cooper:  It is shared, yes.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  The ACC investigators had the corporate knowledge of the
police investigations -

Mr Cooper:  Absolutely.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  - unless the royal commission has had private hearings that we
do not know about yet, and will not know about until the royal commission reports, if it does report
on those matters.

Mr Cooper:  That would be the only knowledge we would not have had direct involvement with.

Hon PETER FOSS:  There is one other thing there.  One of the limitations on the ACC has been
its power to have compulsory hearings, although I think Mr O’Connor indicated that it reluctantly
used them because of the impact on evidence, which could not then be used.

Mr Cooper:  That is correct.

[10.00 am]

Hon PETER FOSS:  Was any of the evidence that was obtained by the ACC and then used in the
royal commission evidence that had been obtained without compulsion?

Mr Cooper:  I believe a significant amount of it was evidence that was not gained by compulsion.

Hon PETER FOSS:  But then by being used in the police royal commission it ceased to be capable
of being used in a prosecution?

Mr Cooper:  It would seem so.  When the royal commission started, there was more or less just a
wholesale transfer of all our information holdings, so it got everything - all the evidence that was
gained either by compulsion or otherwise.

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is rather curious, is it not, that the effect of its being heard in public is to
deprive either commission of the capacity to use it in a prosecution?

Mr Cooper:  Yes.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Since the commencement of the royal commission, the ACC has
worked closely with it.  Has the ACC received further disclosures or complaints about police
officers, as well as others, that it has investigated and not necessarily referred to the royal
commission?

Mr Cooper:  Yes.  We have received new complaints while the royal commission has been
ongoing, because part of the agreement was that any new complaints about new or existing
investigations had to be referred to the royal commission for it to make an executive decision on
whether to remit it to the ACC or another appropriate investigative authority.  However, while the
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royal commission has been investigating and doing its work, the ACC has been diligently
performing its function.  At this very moment in time we are still going full steam ahead, with no
sign on the horizon that we have got a date for closure.  This is the other frustrating aspect, because
the staff have been so dedicated and committed to their work, yet the only thing they have felt is
frustration.  They can see that there will be some positive outcome from their work, and it is
frustrating to think that it will all be for nought because it will be transferred to another agency and
will possibly be lost in the ether.  We do not know.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  You have indicated that some staff have already been appointed
elsewhere, and others are seeking employment elsewhere.  However, complaints are still being
received.  One of the problems that may arise is that the CCC will commence work with a backlog
of investigations not completed and with staff, particularly investigative staff, who have no
corporate knowledge of the investigations to that point.

Mr Cooper:  That is absolutely correct.  The new investigators will be faced with the task of having
to read the files from the first page right through, whereas the people whom we have at the moment
have got the corporate knowledge and will be able to pick up where they left off and will know
what work has been done and what inquiries have been made.  The new staff will not have the same
advantage.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  So there will be a hiatus and a delay in the completion of
investigations already received and under way?

Mr Cooper:  Yes.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Correct me if I am wrong, but I am not sure whether you have
directly answered the specific questions.

Mr Dasey:  I think I started off by saying that there are provisions to move people across to the new
agency.  The provision to provide a different successor employer I do not think has been used
before.  We suggested the director general of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet as the
employing authority, simply because it is within that department that the redeployment functions of
government exist, so that seemed like the logical one.

Hon PETER FOSS:  I cannot remember what the word is, but when a person is not attached to a
particular department he actually goes across to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet anyway.

Mr Dasey:  Yes.  I guess that is the sort of home base.  We thought that was the most logical.  The
employing authorities include the ministers.  We chose that department because it seemed to us to
be the most logical and the one that has the greater understanding across the sector when it comes to
placing people.  In terms of the effect of that provision, if the Government ahead of the abolition of
the Anti-Corruption Commission made arrangements for staff such that the ACC did not have any
staff, then obviously there would be no effect from that decision, but it would provide a guarantee
that would underpin people’s future.  It would be our view, based on the legal advice that we have
received, that in any legislation abolishing a government agency there should be a similar provision
to ensure that staff do not lose the capacity to enforce their rights against someone.  It is a bit like
those private sector situations in which people shuffle companies around so that staff end up
without an employer.

Hon PETER FOSS:  The person who takes over the business is deemed to be the employer.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  We will now move to question three, which is -

What does the Union think will be the impact of the requirement in clause 179 that staff of
the Corruption and Crime Commission be appointed for fixed 5-year contracts?

Mr Dasey:  In our view there will be two effects of that.  The first is that if the existing staff are not
transferred across directly they will be less inclined to apply for jobs there, having just gone through
their own dramas to keep their status within the sector.  The second effect is that the investigative
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community in Australia is not one that is closed State by State.  It is our understanding that the word
has filtered through and that what has been happening in terms of the staff of the ACC is well
known in the eastern States.  If people look at a five-year contract and at what has just happened,
the likelihood of their getting good applications from interstate is lessened by that being the
situation.  The whole issue of fixed-term contracts is simply one that we do not think gets you the
best people, particularly if you are asking people to make a commitment that involves their moving
their place of residence.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  We will now move to question four, which is -

Has the Union been advised as to why the Bill specifies fixed 5-year contracts rather than
leaving the employment of staff within the discretion of the Corruption and Crime
Commission?

Mr Dasey:  We have not received what we think is a valid explanation for that, other than I guess
what it comes down to is an idea that agencies like this have a limited tenure and then need to be
revamped.

Hon KATE DOUST:  When we visited the New South Wales commission we found that it has an
interesting employment practice for its people, and the commissioner talked about how it obviously
has some sort of annual evaluation that is also linked to wage levels and productivity bonuses.  I
know that does not happen here, but I wonder what sort of evaluation process is in place for the
ACC, because one of the complaints that we picked up in the various places that we visited was the
time delays in working through various issues.  Is there some sort of process in the ACC to evaluate
how people are working?

Mr Cooper:  Yes.  The ACC, like the rest of the public sector, has a staff appraisal system.
Recently I spearheaded a working party that looked at revamping the old-fashioned appraisal
system, which was seen as more or less a yearly memory test for staff members and managers alike.
We have now engineered a performance development and review system, which basically seeks to
develop staff as much as possible by giving them training and development opportunities, including
acting in higher positions, etc.  Apart from the managers appraising the staff members, there is also
an opportunity for staff members to have input into their appraisal and to outline their needs and
requirements for job development.  There is also a 360-degree component to that whereby peers and
other teams that a person may work with will appraise that staff member, and it is also an
opportunity for the staff members to appraise their managers. So to cut a long story short without
going into the ins and outs of the whole project, it is a system whereby performance is continually
monitored, but not oppressively so; it is not as though we have a taskmaster standing there with a
big stick.  However, at a very early stage we can identify whether there is a training or development
need.  Rather than let an issue develop or fester for 12 months and then try to rectify it afterwards, it
is an ongoing process with a view to increasing output but also raising staff morale, because happy
staff are productive staff; that is the key to it.  The project was signed off by the commission.
However, unfortunately due to our demise we have decided to put it on ice, but with a view to
giving it to the new CCC.  We have done a lot of research, both empirical and by seeking
professional advice, and it is one of the measures that we want to transfer to the new agency.  We
have got the full agreement of the Office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner.  It has been
kept appraised of the new situation every step of the way and it quite likes the new system.  It is
quite innovative as far as the public sector is concerned.

That system is one way in which we can continually develop staff and make sure they are up to
speed and are keeping abreast of contemporary methodology and techniques, because our work in
the corruption business - to coin a phrase - is very specialised.  I have 20 years police experience in
the United Kingdom.  I thought I would come in and conquer Australia with my knowledge, skills
and expertise.  However, I found the work in the Anti-Corruption Commission significantly
different.  One of the differences obviously is that the work that we do takes on a very covert role.
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We have to be very low key and have to be very circumspect in our dealings with people, because
an investigation can become compromised very easily if we speak to the wrong person or have the
wrong contact in our network group, for example.  These are the sorts of things that we are trying to
develop through this new system to keep us at the competitive edge, because dealing with
corruption is very difficult.  I make no bones about it.  I am not trying to hard sell here.  Post the
royal commission, corruption will be driven deeper underground.  They will come up with more
inventive ways to be devious and corrupt than they are now, because they now know what tools we
have in our arsenal in an attempt to try to catch them.  Therefore we will need to be more
resourceful and innovative in that fight.  It is not as though we can bring a person, even with a vast
amount of police experience like me, into the anticorruption arena and say there is the job, get on
and do it, because for quite some time you are only treading water.  It takes quite some time to build
up the corporate knowledge, skills and expertise to do the job effectively.

Hon PETER FOSS:  I take it there is no room for bonuses in your system.

Mr Cooper:  Unfortunately not at all!

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Even by results!

Hon PETER FOSS:  There was some criticism of the ACC’s human resources at one stage and its
hiring practices.  Do you recall a report on that?

Mr Cooper:  Are you referring to the OPSSC report?

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.

Mr Cooper:  I recall it very well.  If I can be honest with you, from the commencement of the royal
commission there was never any intimation from any quarter that the ACC was to be abolished.
The idea of the royal commission was to try to etch out police corruption, and any
recommendations stemming from the royal commission were to be incorporated into probably a
revamped Anti-Corruption Commission.  Given that Treasury has funded the Anti-Corruption
Commission for 2003-04, there was still nothing on the horizon that signalled that the ACC was to
be abolished, including the Kennedy interim report that came out earlier this year, which recognised
that there should be the setting up of a new agency but was quite specific in saying that there should
be a seamless transition from the royal commission and the ACC to the new agency.  It said nothing
about abolishing the ACC and getting rid of the staff.  It just said that there should be a seamless
transition.  Hot on the heels of that was the OPSSC report, and it was very soon after that that we
started to get all this negativity about how the ACC was damned, and we were openly lambasted in
the Press and in the media and at public meetings and it was said that we were discredited and
dysfunctional, or words to that effect, and that we were to be abolished.  It was from that moment
onwards that the panic bell was sounded in the ACC and the staff looked towards getting
employment elsewhere, because they were frightened for their jobs.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Would you like to comment on the specific matters?

Mr Cooper:  I cannot comment on the specific matters, because none of them involved me, I hasten
to say.

Hon PETER FOSS:  I suppose that is something, anyway.

Mr Cooper:  That is right.  The report was very generic.  It was deficient and defective in relation
to time as well.

[10.15 am]

The report more or less slammed the Anti-Corruption Commission for some of its practices and
procedures.  However, unfortunately, because no time frame was given, it also included a lot of
people who were new to the ACC and were not even part of the ACC when the said problems were
supposedly occurring, which was unfair.  So, in short, everybody was tarred with the same brush,
which was manifestly unfair.  Therefore, because of that and the attitude of government, “Well,
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that’s right, we are going to get rid of the ACC, this problematic, troublesome agency,”
unfortunately a lot of people there were innocent parties and were not even involved.  A large
proportion of the people involved in that report were also innocent parties.  There were just one or
two issues that were, fortunately, sorted out.

Hon PETER FOSS:  As far as you are concerned working there, it is not a major human resources
disaster?

Mr Cooper:  Absolutely not.

Mr Beeson:  Definitely not.

Hon PETER FOSS:  You probably would be fairly well placed to complain if it were.

Mr Cooper:  That is right.  Our experience is that our management has been superb in working
with the union to try to work through these issues with government and with the Department of the
Premier and Cabinet.  Our management has helped us every step of the way as much as it can,
obviously within the limits of its power and jurisdiction, and has been very helpful, very considerate
and very concerned about the staff.  It has fought long and hard just like we have.

Hon PETER FOSS:  I will come back to that.  As union delegates, obviously one thing you are
concerned about is HR.  What is the union’s view and your view as a union delegate of HR in the
ACC?

Mr Cooper:  It is very much improved now.  There were some problems before, I do not deny that,
but they were of a minor nature that just needed bringing out into the open, airing and rectifying.
The ACC undertook a series of reforms in management practices and things that we will do now
and that we will not do in the future.  For example, one of the main things, and it is a simple thing
and one of the keys to an effective team, is communication: just advising staff why decisions have
been made, the rationale behind them and keeping everybody in the loop.  You know as well as I do
that when an arbitrary decision is made the worst thing in the world is to not give any advance
warning or a reason for it to the person who is affected or impacted on directly.  That has now
changed.  Explanations are given for the whys and wherefores.  It was just some basics we were
getting wrong, but those issues have been addressed.

Hon PETER FOSS:  So, as far as you are concerned, the bath water has been changed?

Mr Cooper:  Absolutely.

Hon PETER FOSS:  The baby is still going.

Mr Cooper:  Yes.

Mr Beeson:  In terms of the OPSSC report, most of the people involved in those HR issues
comprised a small group.  Most of them had left the ACC prior to that report being published.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  When did you join the staff of the ACC?

Mr Beeson:  The same day four years ago.

Mr Cooper:  Yes, September 1999.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  My understanding is that the complaints were first aired at a
meeting between the staff and the commissioners in September or October 2001.

Mr Cooper:  That is correct, there was a staff meeting with us.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  And that the complaints submitted initially to WorkSafe Western
Australia were from five persons against two persons, and some of those five persons who made the
complaint had, in fact, left the ACC before the complaints had been made.

Mr Cooper:  That is correct, sir.  However, I point out that the WorkSafe issues were separate
issues from the report of the Office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner.
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Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  But the WorkSafe issues and the WorkSafe report subsequently
led to matters being referred to the Public Sector Standards Commissioner.

Mr Cooper:  That is correct.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  So there is a link between these two.

Mr Cooper:  Yes.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Although the ACC was not happy with some recommendations
and findings of WorkSafe, the ACC had already taken initiatives to correct the matters.  I think the
report referred to bullying by a couple of team leaders in the investigative branch.  The ACC had
already taken initiatives to rectify that.

Mr Cooper:  That is correct, sir.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  We are therefore talking about something that has had a long
history.  The main complainants are no longer with the ACC and at least one of the two persons
who were the principal target of complaints has been given a different administrative function
within the commission.

Mr Cooper:  Those matters have been dealt with, sir, yes.

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is really historical rather than anything else.

Mr Cooper:  Yes.  It is not contemporary; it is definitely historical.

Mr Beeson:  Coming from those meetings with the commission was a series of workplace
improvement projects - I think about 30 altogether - and all those have gone through to fruition
now.  A lot of changes had been implemented prior to that report being published.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  In fact, many of the staff with the commission, particularly the
investigative staff, have come on board since the original sets of complaints were made.

Mr Beeson:  Correct.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  The next question is -

Clause 252(2) makes provision for Anti-Corruption Commission officers to retain their
existing and accruing rights as an Anti-Corruption Commission officer when they transfer to
the Commission or the office of the Inspector.

What rights does the Union understand this clause will encompass?

Mr Dasey:  We understand it to mean salary and leave entitlements.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  The next question is -

Your submission indicates that if permanent Anti-Corruption Commission staff are
transferred to the Corruption and Crime Commission they will (except for former public
servants) lose their permanency and be on, at best, 5-year fixed contracts under clause 179.

Would you please explain why Anti-Corruption Commission staff will lose their
permanency?

Further, why will former public servants be protected from losing permanency?

Mr Dasey:  The employment arrangement for staff who are not public servants is with the ACC
and the ACC alone.  Putting aside the prospect of all staff transferring over, we understand the
current situation is that if they apply for admin jobs in the CCC, they would be accepting new
employment, which would be on the basis of the new employment contract that is offered.  So, if
that is a five-year fixed-term contract, it will become the basis of their employment and they will
effectively resign from the ACC to take that up.
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As we understand it, the Bill simply provides for former public servants to be able to return to the
public service with the same status at the end of a period of employment with the CCC.  If the Bill
did not provide for that, those people taking up a fixed-term contract would, in fact, become
contractors.  It is only the operation of the legislation that will protect their permanence in the
public service.

Hon KATE DOUST:  How many of those 80 staff are former public servants?

Mr Dasey:  It would be a small group.

Mr Beeson:  I believe it is about 15.

Hon KATE DOUST:  So, the remainder are employed directly with the ACC.

Mr Dasey:  That is correct.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Therefore, 15 have permanence now.

Mr Dasey:  Yes; they were former public servants who went across to the ACC.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Would they be mainly clerical?

Mr Dasey:  Yes, all clerical.

Hon KATE DOUST:  Aside from those 15, who else was made permanent in November last year?

Mr Dasey:  The bulk of the staff were made permanent in November last year.  They had been
employed generally on three-plus-three contracts; that is, three years with an option for a further
three.

Mr Beeson:  They were all renewable contracts.  I think there were two actual fixed-term contracts.
That was it; the rest were all on renewable fixed-term contracts.

Mr Dasey: There was a meeting of the Anti-Corruption Commission in November last year that
effectively converted back this tenure.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  In relation to a person who seeks employment with the ACC,
section 6(4) of the Anti-Corruption Commission Act states -

When a public service officer becomes an officer of the Commission the officer is entitled to
retain all his or her existing and accruing rights, including any rights under the
Superannuation and Family Benefits Act  . . .

Subsection (6) states -

If a former public employee ceases to be an officer of the Commission, he or she is entitled
to employment as a public service officer in the department referred to in subsection (5)  . . .

Therefore, on termination of the ACC, those people who came from the public service return to
their former positions with all entitlements at the substantive status that they were at when they took
up the position with the ACC?

Mr Dasey:  That is right, directly before they took up a position with the ACC.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Therefore, former employees of the public service are not
directly affected by the creation of the CCC.

Mr Dasey:  Except for their level of employment - they may well have sought effective promotion
to take a job with the ACC and they may have been subsequently promoted within it.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Some might have been there a long time.

Mr Dasey:  That is correct.  We refer to that in our submission on people’s right of return.  We say
that a right of return to the CCC would be more appropriately set up if their right of return reflected
the level they had reached in the CCC rather than the level they had left.
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Hon PETER FOSS:  What happens to the ones who were made permanent by a resolution - that is,
permanent but not as public servants - and they have nothing to go back to?

Mr Dasey:  That is correct.  Under the current arrangements, and under what has been agreed by
government, they will become redeployees within the public sector.

Mr Beeson:  I am in that situation you are talking about, because I am a former public servant.  My
view is that it is a right I can exercise.  However, if I choose to be redeployed, I would be
redeployed at a higher level because I had won that competitively in the ACC.  There is therefore a
bit each way.

Hon PETER FOSS:  You are on a higher level than you were when you left the public service.

Mr Beeson:  Correct.  I have been at the ACC for more than four years.

Hon PETER FOSS:  In other words, you might be worse off than the ones who will now be treated
as redeployees.  They will be redeployed from the level they are at in the ACC.

Mr Beeson:  I think I can be redeployed at my current level at the ACC.  I can exercise a right to
return to my former agency, but I would not exercise that; I would take redeployment.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I think you have probably answered question No 7 on the page in
relation to the number of permanent staff.

Mr Dasey:  Yes, there is only a handful of people on fixed-term contracts.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  At page 2 of attachment 2, it is submitted -

Former public servants can go back several years later at a level at least that which they held
immediately prior to going to the CCC.  This is not an equitable proposition particularly
where an employee has been with the CCC for a number of years and may have attained
several promotions.  A process should be incorporated to prevent former Public
Service/CCC officers from being disadvantaged.

Does that submission relate to the effect of clause 179(3); and, if so, what does the union suggest is
the way to resolve this issue?

Mr Dasey:  That was the situation we were talking about earlier in which a person retains the level
that they came to the CCC with; whereas, in fact, their career may have progressed significantly.
We think that what occurs during their employment with the CCC should be recognised and the Bill
should reflect that people would re-enter the public service at the same level or a level as close as
possible to the level they had achieved in the CCC.  We think that would be a fair situation.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  At page 2 of attachment 2, it is submitted -

The short bill currently does not provide any right of return for former public service
officers.

Clause 179(3) appears to be directed to providing a right of return for former public service officers.
Does this clause meet the concerns of the union?

Mr Beeson:  The short Bill was basically enacted to enable the employing authority to be created
and to appoint staff.  It did not contain clause 179(3); it just created that ability to employ staff.  No
right of return was mentioned in it for public service officers; so, that was a concern for former
public servants.  The larger Bill does, in fact, contain a provision.

Hon KATE DOUST:  We have been through all the maybes.  You referred to a beat up in the
media about the ACC being abolished and staff not having jobs.  What is the reality?  Have you
been given a definite indication from DPC that any staff will not be employed by the CCC?

Mr Dasey:  We have been told that all of them will not automatically be employed by the CCC.  It
has been really a very firm position coming to us from the people representing government that the
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CCC will be filled on a merit basis and, therefore, no guarantees whatsoever are given that anyone
from the ACC will get a job there.

[10.30 am]

I am sure a number of our members are quite confident that they will be competitive.  I guess it is
coloured by the inch-by-inch and begrudging nature of our struggle to get some recognition of their
normal rights as public sector workers.  If there were an air of suspicion that someone wanted a
completely new slate, I do not think it would be unreasonable for people to pick it up.

Hon PETER FOSS:  I think some officers of the royal commission have expressed that view.  We
do not know if they will be part of the CCC.  If they become part of the CCC, that may very well
happen.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I pursue the questioning about the Crime and Misconduct Act.
If Parliament were to accept an amendment to the Bill similar to the provision in the Queensland
Act, would the current investigative and support staff of the ACC be protected?

Mr Dasey:  Yes, indeed.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Since there is some justification of appointment to the new
organisation on the basis of merit, if a staff member of the ACC who participated in a like-to-like
transfer did not meet the requirements of the CCC, how would the CCC remove him?

Mr Dasey:  After he had been transferred, it would be by normal disciplinary and substandard
performance action.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Only by disciplinary or -

Mr Dasey:  I think so.  That would occur once someone had been appointed.  For even a person
appointed on a probationary basis, management is required to show that the performance is not up
to scratch.  A person in that situation could take a matter to the state Industrial Relations
Commission or the public service appeal board, and the fact that he was on probation would not be
a bar from his arguing that he was unjustifiably dismissed.

Hon KATE DOUST:  What is the normal probationary period?

Mr Dasey:  Three to six months.  Six months is normal.  The idea that people might be transferred
to the CCC and subjected to probation after they have done four or five years of good service in the
ACC is another slap in the face to those people who have already had to claw their way through.

Hon PETER FOSS:  The suggestion is that the ACC is a failed organisation - it is not necessarily
one I agree with - and that the management is a disaster.  This relates to the Public Sector Standards
Commission report.  That appears to be the justification for sacking everybody and saying that they
can apply for a job with the CCC but indicating that they probably will not get it.  It seems that
some of those assumptions are incorrect.  I think that some of the problems the ACC has had have
been the secrecy and the lack of powers.  From what you have said, the problems on the
management or human resources side have been grossly exaggerated, as most reports from the
Auditor General and PSSC all too often are.  It seems that in terms of normal labour relations, it
would be quite extraordinary to replace one organisation with another and not carry forward the
staff unless they have done something dreadfully wrong, and I cannot at this stage see what that is.

Mr Cooper:  Another problem with recruiting for the new agency is that, as far as manpower is
concerned, it will be at least twice the size of the existing agency, and intelligence investigators and
support staff are at a premium.  The person who gets the job will not necessarily be the best person
for the job because of their skills and attributes.  More often than not the job goes to the best person
who has the background and character for the job.  I have been involved with the recruitment
process on many occasions.  Sometimes when we do probity checks on the best candidate for the
job, we find a skeleton in the cupboard that makes that person wholly unsuitable for the kind of
work we undertake.  That is another quality the current ACC staff have.  They have all been vetted
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to the highest degree and all have impeccable backgrounds.  I am sad to say that it is not a quality
that can be found in every person who may be suitable for the job.  The background of existing staff
can be carried over.

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is not exactly a buyer’s market at the moment.  It is probably hard to get
investigators.

Mr Cooper:  Absolutely.  Most commonwealth and state agencies are recruiting.

Hon PETER FOSS:  From the point of view of staff, other employment or being made redundant
is a “best alternative”.  It is not the desired situation.  I would have thought that people would prefer
to continue in their jobs rather than have to get another one.

Mr Cooper:  That is right.

Mr Beeson:  Most of the staff have expressed a desire to help establish the CCC because they
consider that the ACC lacks the powers necessary to do what it has been set up to do.  A lot of
people would like to help establish the CCC.

Mr Cooper:  The people we recruit generally have a vast amount of experience in investigations
work.  Given that the median age of the ACC staff is around 40 years of age, which is quite old -

Hon KATE DOUST:  It is very young!

Mr Cooper:  I second that!  A number of the staff have done the hard yards and got experience
elsewhere, and they want to impart the knowledge that they have amassed and the skills they have
in this kind of work, which is unique.  By the same token, they have passed the stage of actively
flitting around like a butterfly from job to job.  They want some sort of stability in their lives and a
job that gives the community a very good service.  It is a job that is very prestigious, because, as I
said earlier, not everybody can do it.  At this stage of our lives we are not really in the ballpark of
wanting to rush around on the career path and become the Premier of the State or that kind of thing.
That is the kind of people the ACC has.  We have a stable work force that just wants to do the job
and do it well, with the prospect of it being for the longer term rather than a quick two-year hit.  If
the new agency has that sort of high turnover, it will never get on its feet because it will lose the
corporate knowledge as soon as it gets it as people will flit on somewhere else.  This kind of work
should not necessarily be used a stepping stone to get on further in this kind of work.

Hon PETER FOSS:  One organisation told us that many of its analysts were young university
graduates.  It happened that they were mainly females straight out of university.  They were very
capable at their job.  Does the ACC employ any people like that?

Mr Cooper:  We employ younger people.  We wanted to open avenues for graduate analysts.
Notwithstanding that they have the skills and mental capacity to analyse well, we also need people
with local knowledge, preferably from the local market, and who know the psyche behind the sorts
of activities we are involved in.  Many of the university graduates are as green as grass.  They come
into the organisation to undertake a particular position, but they lack seasoning.  They need the
seasoning to know the game and what sort of corrupt activities people get up to.  That is sadly
lacking.  Having said that, they must start somewhere and there should be openings for younger
people to learn the trade and also benefit from the experience of older hands, who can pass on and
impart their knowledge by saying they should not do something this way; they should do it another
way.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I pursue the question of the employment of particularly
investigative staff with specialist skills, and use telecommunications interception as an example.
The passage of the Telecommunications (Interception) Western Australia Act was required for the
ACC to have that power.  Immediately that was passed, the ACC was given a budget for the
employment of staff.  However, the staff could not be employed until the enabling legislation was
passed by the Commonwealth Parliament.  There was a delay in the setting up of the
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telecommunications interception capacity.  After the passage of the Commonwealth’s enabling
legislation, how long did it take to fill the positions for telecommunications interception staff?

Mr Cooper:  It was almost instantaneous.  The commission embarked on a recruitment process
prior to the legislation being passed at a commonwealth level.  Everything was primed and ready.
All the equipment was there and staff had been trained on dummy terminals etc to do the job.  As
soon as legislation was enacted, we started doing the job.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  What was the gap between the passage of the state legislation
and the passage of the enabling commonwealth legislation?

Mr Cooper:  If memory serves, it was quite some months.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  It was 18 months.

Mr Cooper:  Having said that, a lot of work is involved in setting up telecommunications
interceptions.  I like to boast that without any shadow of a doubt the ACC’s unit is one of the finest
in the country.  In fact, our unit can do things that the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation
cannot.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I am trying to explore the question of seamless transition, which
is highly desirable given the nature of the work of the ACC.  There will be a gap resulting from the
termination of those specialist staff, even if there is a process of them having to apply for their own
jobs.  Whatever happens, the notion of a seamless transition is unachievable.

Mr Cooper:  Absolutely.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I pursue the point one step further.  All the telecommunications
interceptions work of the royal commission has been carried out conjointly with the ACC because
the ACC has the power and the royal commission does not.

Mr Cooper:  That is correct.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Does the royal commission have telecommunications
interception staff or does it merely have intelligence staff?

Mr Cooper:  It has some monitors who work in the telephone intercept area, but they must work at
the ACC under our supervision.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Further commonwealth legislation would be required for the CCC to have
that power.  If we abolished the ACC, it could be another 18 months before the CCC got telephone
intercept powers.

Mr Cooper:  Yes, that is correct.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Yes!

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is another good reason for not abolishing the ACC.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  The Government is not abolishing the ACC.  The CCC Bill is
very much modelled on the ACC legislation.  It gives the new commission the very powers for
which the ACC has been asking for the better part of four years.

Mr Cooper:  Yes.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Apart from the change in the number of commissioners from
three to one and the provision making the commissioner a full-time position, the Bill and the Act
are very similar.

Mr Cooper:  Yes.  Another deficiency is that under the draft Bill in its present form, the ACC can
provide the CCC with TI capacity, but only for existing investigations.  If the CCC embarks on new
investigations, it cannot use telephone intercepts.
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Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Even if the matter were one which the royal commission has
looked at in private and which was transferred to the CCC for continuation, could there be no
telephone intercepts to support that investigation?

Mr Cooper:  That is correct; none whatsoever.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Currently the ACC can provide information that it has received through
telephone intercepts to another investigative agency.  If the ACC ceases to exist, whose information
is it?

Mr Cooper:  Supposedly all information is to transfer to the new agency.  We query also the new
agency’s lawful authority to have access to TI material because it is not a designated authority
under the Act.  Therefore, the nonsense would be that the ACC would have been abolished but the
ACC would be the only agency to have the information.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Two legal problems arise from this.  The first is whether a state law could
transfer wholesale the power to another agency.  The answer is no; it can be given only by the ACC
for the purposes of investigation.  Secondly, even if the power could be given to the CCC, it could
not give the information to anybody else.  It would have no authority to hand it to anybody because
it is not a designated authority under the commonwealth Act.

Mr Cooper:  That is correct.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Is it also the case that intelligence acquired through
telecommunications interception must be destroyed if it is not used for further purposes?

Mr Cooper:  That is correct.  There is a time limit.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Once the ACC ceases to exist, all the intelligence will be
destroyed.

Mr Cooper:  Yes.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Again, there is no transition, is there?

Mr Cooper:  No.

[10.45 am]

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  It is becoming a very “seamy” transition.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Before the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government
and Other Matters was set up, there was a suggestion that some of the cost of the commission would
be met by reducing the budget for the Anti-Corruption Commission, because it would supposedly
no longer be carrying out police corruption investigations.  Was there any such reduction?

Mr Cooper:  There was, sir, but it took the form of providing manpower and administrative
support.  For example, in the early days of the royal commission, it was not entitled in law to
request telephone service data, call charge records, subscriber details and so on.  They were
facilitated through the ACC, and the ACC bore the cost of those.  Similarly, I understand that the
royal commission has not been billed for the provision of surveillance services, technical support
and investigative services.  Therefore, that is how it has been achieved.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Rather than decreasing the ACC’s budget and increasing the police royal
commission’s budget, were resources transferred without any budgetary transfer?

Mr Beeson:  There was a minor budgetary adjustment, but it was not significant.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Are you in a position to say how much the value of that work was?  I assume
that it was not even accounted for.

Mr Beeson:  It was billed, but I am not privy to the amount.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Is that the large amount or the big amount?
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Mr Beeson:  The level of work effort was costed.  The royal commission paid for some parts of it
when the ACC was engaging contractors to perform work.

Hon PETER FOSS:  But not the part you did yourself?

Mr Beeson:  That was costed, but I do not have the figures.

The CHAIRMAN:  Thank you for giving up your time this morning; it has been most useful.  You
will receive a copy of the transcript for feedback and corrections or whatever.  Thank you very
much.

Committee adjourned at 10.46 am.


