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Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Ninth Report —  
“The CCC’s interaction with the State’s Integrity Coordinating Group” 

Resumed from 27 February. 

Motion 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

I am particularly pleased that this afternoon Hon Ken Travers and Hon Liz Behjat are in the chamber while we 
consider this motion. I say that for the reason identified by Hon Ken Travers moments ago that it is important 
that committees do not act in silos. Although we have our own discrete jurisdiction, there are matters in which 
there is overlap and it is important that committees be informed of those issues. This report is one of those 
issues. 

Members may recall that the public genesis of this report was the Whitmore lecture, a public lecture given by the 
Chief Justice, Hon Wayne Martin, AC, QC, in which he outlined a number of concerns about these independent 
integrity bodies. At the time, the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission already 
had concerns on this issue due to something that arose from comments made by the Auditor General. The 
Auditor General had in June 2013 produced a report titled “Fraud Prevention and Detection in the Public 
Sector.” That report dealt with issues to do with fraud and corruption and sparked the interest of the Joint 
Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. The committee asked the Corruption and Crime 
Commission whether it had been informed that the Auditor General was undertaking this report. The relevance 
for members in this place is that there is a group called the Integrity Coordinating Group, which has not been 
established by the Parliament. It is a self-enacted, self-formed, self-named group by various individuals, who 
happen to be the Auditor General, the Ombudsman, the Information Commissioner, the Public Sector 
Commissioner and the Corruption and Crime Commissioner. Whatever members might think about the 
appropriateness of those five individuals, in essence, forming a body and producing a document under the banner 
of this body, I would like them to consider at this time whether it is effective for those members of that group to 
be involved in the ICG. My Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission has jurisdiction 
only for the Corruption and Crime Commission, so it is a matter for Hon Liz Behjat and Hon Ken Travers to 
comment on the bodies they oversee. I do not propose to do that but I draw to their attention that the committee 
highlights areas of the Auditor General that overlap the CCC and areas of the Ombudsman that overlap the CCC, 
and it has made some recommendations in that respect as that affects the CCC. Obviously, if it affects the CCC, 
it must have some impact on the Ombudsman and the Auditor General. Those committees might be inclined to 
look at that. 

The Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission found in this instance that the CCC’s 
involvement in this group is irrelevant to its effectiveness. It is a rather large call for the committee to say that, 
but as members will see in this report—I particularly highlight chapter 4, which specifies the CCC’s interaction 
with the Integrity Coordinating Group—one of the key quotes from the Commissioner of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission states — 

…my experience of the ICG is that its activities are relatively benign. If I thought there was a problem 
with it I would not be associated with it. 

The difficulty we as a committee have with that is that, although there is no problem with the CCC being 
involved in the ICG in a sense, on the surface, that begs the question: is it a good use of the commissioner’s time 
to be involved in that group? It became clear in the course of this inquiry that other than the opportunity to meet 
the other members, to be introduced to them and to know them by name, there did not seem to be much else that 
benefited the CCC. It might justify the involvement of the CCC commissioner on one occasion to meet those 
individuals and to shake hands with the Information Commissioner and say, “Hello; nice to meet you. I’m the 
Commissioner for the Corruption and Crime Commission; I look forward to working with you and collaborating 
over the years as we continue our important work.” He might need to do that on one occasion but why he would 
need to meet on a quarterly basis to on each occasion shake hands and have a cup of coffee, I do not know. It 
was not clear. With all due respect to members, it is a point that needs to be taken up by the various committees. 
The Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission said that the CCC needs to reassess its 
involvement in this group. The members of the Integrity Coordinating Group might be able to facilitate their 
meetings and ensure they are effective. I am sure it is possible but at the moment, as I said, its effectiveness with 
regard to the CCC, is irrelevant to the CCC’s function. If the CCC continues to be involved with this Integrity 
Coordinating Group, I would like to see tangible benefits associated with that. If that cannot be achieved, the 
commissioner should cease being involved in it and have individual, one-on-one meetings with those agencies 
when they need to meet. A perfect example of that is the Information Commissioner. I fail to see why the CCC 
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commissioner needs to be involved in quarterly meetings with the Information Commissioner. No evidence was 
provided to the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission that that was necessary and 
I would be very surprised if there is a good, cogent explanation for why that needs to happen. In contrast, there 
are very good reasons that the CCC ought to meet with the Auditor General, but it is unbelievable that they have 
quarterly meetings yet the Auditor General did a report in June 2013, as I highlighted earlier, entitled “Fraud 
Prevention and Detection in the Public Sector”, clearly within the jurisdiction of the CCC, yet the CCC did not 
even know it was happening. What are they discussing at these meetings? 

In the time I have left I will quickly go to the broader issue of whether there should even be an Integrity 
Coordinating Group. I have reservations about the establishment of an entity that, in effect, has no legal standing. 
What is the Integrity Coordinating Group? It is a name, yet this body that has no standing of its own and no legal 
status deems it appropriate to produce documents. Interestingly, in November last year I went to a conference in 
Sydney only to notice a stand at the conference sponsored by the Integrity Coordinating Group. How could the 
Integrity Coordinating Group sponsor a stand? It does not have a budget of its own; it has no allocation and no 
appropriation. It is not an entity in its own right. We subsequently found out, as members can see in the report, 
that one of the members of the ICG funded it. It goes to show that it is very much an ad hoc entity. I reluctantly 
use the word “entity” only because I cannot think of anything better to use. It is not an entity; it is a nothing. 

Hon Liz Behjat: It’s not the fourth arm of government? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is most certainly not the fourth arm of government because it is a nothing; it has no 
legal status in its own right. Regrettably, some concern was expressed by the Chief Justice and some media 
commentary about who is overseeing this body. How can anyone oversee this body because it should not exist—
not without the imprimatur of some legislation or statutory basis for it to exist? It is in an unsatisfactory state at 
the present time. 

The last thing members should consider is: if we were to start from scratch on these bodies, would we come to 
the conclusion that we want these five bodies to be involved? There seems to be an unnecessary amount of 
duplication and oversight. I would like to think that if we started from scratch, it would be a bit like a jigsaw 
puzzle. There would be no gaps and there would be no overlap. It seems to me that, at the moment, there are 
both. I am sure that is not what members intended, but this is the problem when we are dealing with matters in 
an ad hoc fashion. I think a number of matters are relevant to members of the chamber and I commend the report 
to the chamber. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: It is with pleasure that I rise to speak on this report by the Joint Standing Committee on 
the Corruption and Crime Commission, and may I take this opportunity to say what a pleasure it is to be working 
on a committee chaired by Hon Nick Goiran. With any of our inquiries we always embark on an intellectual and 
legally challenging journey. 

Hon Ken Travers: There goes his chance for the ministry! 

Hon Nick Goiran: That presupposes there was a chance in the first place. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I would have thought it would improve his chance of gaining a ministerial position 
because he is a man of great intellect, and those resources should be used on the front bench. 

I want to pick up where Hon Nick Goiran finished. As is detailed in the report, the committee’s decision to 
undertake this inquiry is based on two things. Firstly, in August 2013 the committee learnt from the CCC 
commissioner, Mr Roger Macknay, that the Auditor General had not informed the commissioner of the nature of 
the inquiry that led to his seventh report in June 2013 entitled “Fraud Prevention and Detection in the Public 
Sector” before undertaking the inquiry. The committee was of the view that that was pretty unusual to say the 
least, because one would expect that if the Auditor General was undertaking an inquiry of that nature, it would 
have notified the Corruption and Crime Commission and sought some comment. But it is even more unusual, 
given that the CCC and the Auditor General are members of the Integrity Coordinating Group, one of the roles 
and functions of which is better coordination across those integrity agencies, yet that information sharing we are 
told happens at its meetings clearly did not happen in that case. That raised a few concerns. 

The second reason for the committee’s inquiry was that around the same time committee members noticed issues 
raised by Chief Justice Hon Wayne Martin, QC, in his Whitmore lecture on 1 August 2013 entitled “Forewarned 
and Four-Armed — Administrative Law Values and the Fourth Arm of Government”. During that presentation 
the Chief Justice raised concerns about the fourth arm of government, comprising integrity agencies such as the 
CCC, and whether they remained fully accountable to Parliament for their actions. Clearly, we should be 
concerning ourselves with that matter. I will quote one part of the Chief Justice’s address because I think it 
focuses the attention. He said — 
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It appears to me that there may be significant dangers in this proposition, including the risk of 
distraction from the specific language used by the Parliament in conferring functions upon each agency, 
and in defining the standards to be applied and observed by each agency. 

That is a very important comment because these groups are coming together and forming an entity that has not 
been established by legislation and has no statutory powers or status of its own. These agencies are looking to 
find some uniform way to communicate things, and there is a risk of distraction from the specific language used 
by the Parliament in the specific legislation that establishes each of those agencies. The Integrity Coordinating 
Group is not just a working group in which the relevant bodies participate in some information sharing, as it 
would have us believe; it actually has a website with a huge amount of information on it. It promotes itself as an 
entity and is actually producing reports. For example, it has produced one called “Conflicts of Interest: 
Guidelines for the Western Australia Public Sector”. One would have thought that was the role of the Public 
Sector Commissioner, and I am not sure quite sure why the Integrity Coordinating Group has taken on that role. 
It has also produced checklists for decision-makers on various aspects. All the documents have stamped on them 
very clearly that the Integrity Coordinating Group is the author of these documents. But if anyone has any 
questions, they do not actually have anyone to seek advice from because the entity does not exist. I think that 
raises some very serious concerns. The ramifications of being found guilty of misconduct as a public servant are 
significant, and they should be going to the CCC to get guidance on the parameters within which they need to 
operate in that respect. If they are looking at the information on the Integrity Coordinating Group website, there 
is a fair bit, but if somebody has any queries, they do not have anyone to go to to get answers. Also, it may be 
different from what is prescribed in the legislation under the CCC act. 

The other issue I found very interesting is that at the bottom of all these documents there is a disclaimer that 
states — 

This information does not constitute legal advice and ICG accepts no liability for the accuracy of the 
information, or for any act or omission done in reliance on the information provided, or for any 
consequences, whether direct or indirect, of any such act or omission. 

That raises the question: why produce these documents? In terms of providing direction to the public service, we 
have a Public Sector Commission with the role and responsibility of providing that direction, we have the CCC 
that provides that audit function, and other bodies. It just does not make sense. The information is being 
produced and generated with the “Integrity Coordinating Group” stamped all over it, and the issue is that it then 
has this very loud disclaimer at the bottom of it. If public servants cannot place some reliance on the accuracy of 
the information in these documents, what is the point of producing them? We have to remember that public 
moneys are being spent on producing these documents. 

My other concern is that because it has not been established by legislation, no parliamentary committee has 
oversight of the Integrity Coordinating Group. I think that is a big problem, particularly when it is generating 
documents that allegedly provide advice to public officers and that public officers may, at some point, rely on. 
We do not understand the full scope of the activity it is undertaking or may undertake into the future; this is 
obviously a morphing entity, for want of a better word. Oversight is needed, and the current committees 
established by the Parliament have some jurisdiction to look at some sections of it—for example the Joint 
Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission can look at the CCC’s involvement, but we 
cannot go beyond that. No committee has complete oversight of the Integrity Coordinating Group. I think that is 
a real problem that the Parliament needs to put its mind to. I think amendments to the standing orders need to be 
looked into to ensure that if the Integrity Coordinating Group continues, we actually have a committee with 
oversight of its activities. 

The other issue is that although the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission has a 
very clear oversight role of the work of the CCC, which is clearly legislated for, a number of the other 
committees that may have some sort of oversight role in terms of the Auditor General or one of the other 
integrity agencies are not as clearly prescribed as under the CCC act. The Parliament really needs to look at 
ensuring that there is oversight over all these integrity agencies, particularly if they are starting to formulate 
themselves as a fourth arm of government. I think the concerns raised by the Chief Justice were very timely and 
very valid. It is time for the Parliament to turn its mind to these questions. I would suggest that an appropriate 
role for the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges would be to perhaps look at whether we need to 
amend standing orders to adjust the terms of reference of at least one of our committees to enable it to have 
oversight of the Integrity Coordinating Group. We certainly need to look at reviewing the legislation that 
establishes each of these integrity agencies to ensure that there is appropriate oversight of each of those groups 
by the Parliament. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 12 March 2014] 

 p1020b-1025a 
Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Adele Farina; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Liz Behjat 

 [4] 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I welcome this report and join with Hon Adele Farina in congratulating the committee 
for bringing it before us. I also welcome the comments of Hon Nick Goiran; surprisingly, we often tend to agree 
on these matters. 

I think the report raises a range of interesting issues related to the debates in the broader community about the 
role of the Integrity Coordinating Group. Because the group does not actually exist, in theory it should have no 
power. Its power would only arise out of the power prescribed into any one of the officers who comes to meet 
with it. I think the comments of Hon Nick Goiran about the relationship between the Auditor General and the 
Corruption and Crime Commission illustrate a very good case in point in that at one level we would expect good 
working relationships because of the nature of their work. One might identify corrupt behaviour—that is, the 
Auditor General—and it would be expected to pass that on to the CCC. Of course, this is made more complex 
when the Public Sector Standards Commissioner deals with some matters of improper behaviour, which in itself 
raises questions about the point at which things are accelerated. There is also the question of who oversees the 
Public Sector Standards Commission, and we know that under its standing orders the Standing Committee on 
Public Administration has the right to consult regularly with that body, but what does that consulting give the 
committee the power to do? By the same token do we want the relationship to start to become so cosy that they 
are each watching each other? That is not dissimilar to the debate about the role the police and the CCC should 
have in investigating organised crime. If the CCC becomes the investigator of organised crime, who oversees the 
CCC? Although we have a parliamentary commissioner, he does not have the extensive resources to be able to 
do that. I think Hon Nick Goiran and I agree that it is actually the job of the police to investigate organised 
crime. The job of the CCC is to investigate and ensure that that group is not corrupted. One of the things I have 
always found interesting is that the CCC already has the power to investigate organised crime if the matter 
relates to the infiltration and abuse of the public sector—it can already do that. If a bikie gang has infiltrated the 
police force and is corrupting it, it is the CCC’s job now to oversee that investigation; it has a vehicle by which it 
can very clearly be involved. I think we have to be careful in working out where the powers and segregations 
are. Again, this report reiterates that although we want the sharing of information and cooperative working 
relationships, we do not want it to be to the point at which people start to have personal relationships that are so 
strong that they do not realise they still have an oversight role in regards to each other or that they start to collude 
in some way beyond what was intended by the Parliament.  

The other thing that this report reminds us of, probably in a timely way, is that we always struggle in our system. 
We talk about the three arms: the legislature, the Parliament and the executive, and there is a position known as 
the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations, which is more commonly referred to as the 
Ombudsman. Is the parliamentary commissioner an officer of the Parliament or the executive? I would have 
welcomed an interjection on that one if anyone was to have a guess. 

Hon Adele Farina: I thought it was a rhetorical question and you were going to answer it for us! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The parliamentary commissioner is an officer of the executive, but by the title of the 
position the impression is given that they are an officer of the Parliament. In fact, many would argue that the 
Auditor General is seen as an officer of the Parliament and operates on behalf of Parliament, but again, he is 
effectively an officer of the executive. With the Auditor General, a process is gone through before appointment, 
and after reading the report I looked at the position of parliamentary commissioner and I could not see that the 
Parliament had any role in the appointment of the parliamentary commissioner or the Ombudsman. It actually 
raises that broader question — 

Hon Nick Goiran: It makes a mockery of the name. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Absolutely, it makes a mockery of the name. We need to ask whether the parliamentary 
commissioner is an officer of the executive, in which case we should change the name to reflect that, or whether 
he is an officer of the Parliament, in which case he should be named as an officer of the Parliament. An 
important thing about this is what starts to happen. With an agency or department it is clear: there is a minister 
and a director general or a CEO—whatever fancy term is used these days; it changes so regularly—and there is a 
line of authority and responsibility and ultimately the buck stops with the minister. Where does the buck stop 
with the parliamentary commissioner? Although Hon Nick Goiran has the role of oversight of the CCC, the 
Parliamentary Inspector of the CCC is not answerable to him in any way, shape or form. Does the Attorney 
General or the Premier oversee the CCC these days? 

Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That then raises the question of whether the parliamentary inspector is answerable to 
that person—whoever the minister responsible is, whether it is the Premier or the Attorney General. I accept that 
the CCC is a particularly interesting beast because at one level it needs to have extraordinary powers to be able 
to ensure that if there is a corrupt minister, who may even be the Attorney General, there is the capacity to get 
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behind that minister for their actions. There is then the oversight role of the parliamentary inspector coming in 
behind the Attorney General. I will offer a suggestion to the Chair of the Standing Committee on Public 
Administration: I think the committee with the greatest capacity to do this work is the public administration 
committee. The committee could look at the broader question of these structures and roles, and if I was the chair 
of the public administration committee I would also make sure I co-opted the Chair of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission on to my committee for the term of the inquiry to get that 
inquiry going.  

Hon Liz Behjat interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I could, but I do not think I would add the intellectual might that Hon Nick Goiran 
would to that committee of inquiry! 

Hon Nick Goiran: Stop! Stop! Too much! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: In all seriousness, there is a serious role for all of us. It is not dissimilar to the subject of 
the earlier debate that for all of the chairs of committees, without forming an integrity coordinating chairs group, 
there is a role for us in having an ongoing discussion. I commend Hon Nick Goiran on this report, because he 
wrote to all of the chairs of the various committees—I hope I am not bringing out anything that is not public—
and he has taken a positive and constructive role in letting the other committees know what he was doing. He is 
letting us be involved, insofar as we are aware, of what his committee is doing and how that relates to our 
respective committees. In the time I have available I want to again make the point that a number of issues raised 
will come up as part of the review that the Joint Standing Committee on Audit will do on the Auditor General. It 
is unfortunate that we have not been able to get that review going as quickly as I would have liked. Remember 
my advert from the earlier matter? That is part of the reason we have not benefited from it going as I would have 
liked. Speaking only as a member of the committee and not as the chair, I hope that the matters that arise out of 
this report will be picked up and carried on to that review. 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: I rise because I think it behoves us as chairs of the various committees that have been 
spoken about today to commend the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission for its 
report and the matters it raises. It is interesting when we get to this part of the debate on Wednesday afternoons 
that there is generally a lot of consensus around the chamber on the reports that the Legislative Council puts 
forward. It demonstrates the importance of all of those committees we serve on and the need for us to ensure that 
the system we have in this house remains strong and robust, and that there be no changes to it. It is really 
important that we jump on this Integrity Coordinating Group as quickly as possible. Earlier by way of 
interjection Hon Kate Doust referred to it as the “Star Chamber”, and I think that is perhaps what they might see 
themselves as. The problem I have is that quite often when things do not have any legal standing and they have 
been created from out of the ether, the more something is talked about and the more it puts itself forward, it 
becomes an entity of its own standing and people then think it has some legal standing, but it does not. As the 
Legislative Council in this Parliament we need to jump in and say that the group does not have that standing. 
Who watches the watchers who watch the watchers? It is really getting beyond a joke. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected.  

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Yes, we do that across the chamber all the time, but we do it with love, remember! 

I would also like to commend Hon Ken Travers on his comments about the proper funding. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Time will beat me today, I know, but I will be able to continue my remarks the next time 
we go into consideration of committee reports. I certainly will be bringing this report to the attention of my 
committee. We have not had the opportunity to look at this report of the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission, but we certainly will. There are a few other things I want to say, but I will 
say them at another time. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
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