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

Resumed from 12 March on the following motion moved by Hon Nick Goiran — 
That the report be noted. 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: I am very pleased to be able to continue my remarks that I started last week on this very 
important report that the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission brought before the 
house, because some very interesting issues were raised last week. It is one of those occasions that we see quite 
often in this house when there is agreement across the chamber on matters such as this. One thing that we all 
definitely agreed on last week is that this Integrity Coordinating Group does not actually exist. It has no variant 
and it has no entity, and yet we find that a very powerful committee such as the joint committee on the CCC has 
to spend its time looking into matters about how the CCC commissioner is interacting with this non-entity.  

I found the comments of my colleague on the other side of the chamber, Hon Ken Travers, very good on a 
couple of issues in the debate last week. I join him in imploring those who are looking at the budget coming up 
in May to ensure that the committees of this house are properly resourced into the next financial year and beyond 
to ensure that we can continue to do the good work that we have been doing. Hon Ken Travers also agreed that 
this “group does not actually exist”—they were the words he used—and I do agree with him on that. Hon Ken 
Travers went on to say, and I quote from last week’s Hansard — 

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.  

He was speaking about talking to this Integrity Coordinating Group, which I remind members does not actually 
exist. He goes on — 

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. 

I think that is a very, very good suggestion raised by my colleague on the other side of the house. I fully intend, 
as the Chair of the Public Administration Committee, without pre-empting any work that that committee may 
look at in the future—I can assure members that it has an extensive workload at the moment—to bring that to the 
attention of the committee in a formal way and perhaps take on board that suggestion. At that time I will also 
suggest that we co-opt the Chair of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations to 
participate. I think that the input from the chair of that committee would be most valuable because that chair is 
also the Chair of the Joint Standing Committee on Audit. He would bring two hats to the table, which I think 
would be very good. In the words of my colleague, Hon Nick Goiran, when he was speaking to the report last 
week, what is the purpose of the CCC commissioner getting together with this Integrity Coordinating Group 
other than to have a cup of coffee and a chat? I think that is a very good suggestion, Hon Ken Travers and Hon 
Nick Goiran; let us get the Integrity Coordinating Group together and let us have a cup of coffee and a chat with 
those people when they come before our committee. We will see what we can elicit from them during that cup of 
coffee and chat. It might be very interesting indeed. 

Hon Ken Travers: This reminds me of what my mother always used to say: “Be careful of what you wish for.” 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: “Be careful of what you wish for.” I think it would be a very interesting coffee and chat 
that our committees may have in the future. This is a very good example of the need—again a point raised by 
Hon Ken Travers—for more regular interaction between chairs of committees on these sorts of things that are 
going on outside the bounds of this chamber and outside the rules of Parliament. As I said in my contribution last 
week about these little groups that are starting up, if we talk about something enough and mention it by name, all 
of a sudden it grows legs, and we find that it does go off to trade shows, it does have these stands and a website 
and it makes comments and publishes papers. However, as all of us in this house agree, this thing does not 
actually exist. Everyone is talking about something that does not exist, so we need to pull in the reins on these 
sorts of things. Together as a house and through our committee system, we are very well placed to do that. With 
those words, I commend the ninth report of the joint standing committee to the house and conclude my remarks. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think I am entitled to another five minutes if no-one else is seeking the call. Is that 
correct? 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: The honourable member gets another five minutes as long as no other member seeks 
the call. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am glad that this matter has been held over because since we debated this issue last 
week, I have had the opportunity to have a conversation about this matter with a couple of people that I think 
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would be useful to relay to the chamber. One of the issues raised in the joint standing committee’s ninth report 
was whether there had been cooperation or communication between the Auditor General and the CCC about 
fraud prevention. It has been brought to my attention that although it is true that the Commissioner of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission and the Auditor General had not spoken about that inquiry, there was 
significant discussion between the officers of those two organisations. The Chair of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission may receive a letter from the Auditor General outlining 
some of those points to the committee. I think that is an appropriate thing for the Auditor General to do, given 
the work that was going on. I think it is worth bringing that to the attention of the house, because I think it puts a 
slightly different perspective on it. I do not know whether that is news to the chair of the committee or not, but I 
bring it to the attention of the house. 

I think the other point worth making, as was pointed out to me, is that although there is a debate about whether 
we need a formal body, as seems to have been created, there is no doubt about the need for those bodies to work 
together cooperatively. In fact, something that has been said in the past is that the CCC would put out brochures 
about what ethical behaviour is, the Auditor General would put out a brochure about ethical behaviour that was 
similar but different, and then the Public Sector Standards Commissioner would put out a further set of 
guidelines about what is ethical. The argument was that they should all come together and agree on one set of 
constant, uniform guidelines and advice to public servants on ethical behaviour. I think that is a legitimate role 
for them, so that people do not pick something up and say, “This says X and that says Y.” We could all have a 
debate about whether they are correct about some of the stuff they say is ethical is correct, but getting some 
common understanding of those matters would be useful. There is a role for those groups to come together. That 
was pointed out to me, and I thought it was worth bringing to the attention of the house. 

Hon Nick Goiran: That is perhaps an ad hoc role. Once they have met and sorted that out, they do not have to 
keep having cups of coffee every three months. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, and I take that point, but that does not remove the question about whether there is a 
role for this creation of almost a body in its own right, as opposed to should they still be having a very 
cooperative arrangement around areas where there is a common interest that we would expect them to cooperate 
on. 

I appreciate the comments of the Chair of the Standing Committee on Public Administration. I think the sort of 
things that could be teased out in that sort of forum could be what is the best and most efficient way. How do we 
avoid the creation of some sort of sense that there is a body without oversight, as opposed to them all coming 
together, cooperating and doing very good work? I wanted to bring those matters to the attention of the house to 
assist and facilitate the debate. 

Question put and passed. 
Progress reported, pursuant to standing orders. 

Sitting suspended from 4.13 to 4.30 pm 
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