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Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Thirty-second Report —  
“How the Corruption and Crime Commission Handles Allegations and Notifications of Police Misconduct” 

Resumed from 15 November. 

Motion 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I move — 

That the report be noted.  

This is an example of a massive report. The time available to us this afternoon is totally inadequate, but I will do 
the best I can. I want to highlight five of the 20 findings in this report, coupled with the five recommendations as 
set out in the document that members may have had the opportunity to read.  

I want to highlight finding 1, which is that — 

The CCC should have itself commenced an investigation into the 31 August 2008 incident involving Mr 
Kevin Spratt at the Perth Watch House when, or shortly after, it was first informed of this incident in 
September 2008. 

I want to highlight finding 2, which is that —  

The Corruption and Crime Commission is, in 2012, an organisation more committed to prioritising the 
discharge of its misconduct function, by way of independent investigation, with respect to the WA 
Police than was the case in 2008. 

I want to highlight finding 3, which is that — 

Undue delays in the CCC’s inquiry into the use of taser weapons on Mr Kevin Spratt at the Perth Watch 
House on 31 August 2008 could have been avoided if the CCC Act facilitated the appointment of a 
Deputy or Assistant Commissioner. 

Further, I want to highlight finding 18 in this report, which reads — 

Since being appointed Commissioner of the Corruption and Crime Commission in November 2011, the 
Honourable Roger Macknay QC has overseen a vast enhancement to the way in which the Corruption 
and Crime Commission performs its police oversight role, in response to criticism of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission contained within the Committee report Parliamentary Inspector’s Report 
Concerning the Procedures Adopted by the Corruption and Crime Commission when Dealing with 
Complaints of the Excessive use of Force by Police, which was tabled in Parliament on 8 September 
2011. 

Lastly, I want to draw to members’ attention to finding 20, which is that — 

The police integrity model that exists in Western Australia in 2012 is appropriate and comprehensive. 

I spoke about this report at the time of tabling, and I provided a reasonable overview of this significant report. In 
the time remaining I draw to members’ attention—I think those who served on the estimates committee of this 
place may be particularly interested in what this committee had to deal with—pages 9 to 14 of the report. Page 9 
reads — 

Unfortunately the Committee cannot avoid registering its profound disappointment with the way that 
the CCC conducted itself at times during the course of this inquiry. This is the first time that this has 
been the case, with the CCC having fully cooperated with all past inquiries of this Committee in the 38th 
Parliament. 

The report then outlines why the committee found it necessary to make those comments at page 9. Page 10 
reads — 

The Committee was therefore disappointed to receive a letter on 11 September 2012 (albeit dated 5 
November), which the letter effectively called into question the Committee’s collective judgement in 
resolving to seek Mr Davies’ attendance in aid of this inquiry, and stating that the Committee was, in 
the view of the CCC, wasting public resources in calling Mr Davies as a witness.  

I interpose at this point to indicate that the Mr Davies referred to is Mr Ron Davies, QC. Page 10 continues — 

The Committee notes that Commissioner Macknay was unaware at the time of writing this letter that 
the decision of the Committee to seek Mr Davies’ attendance was made based upon the advice of 
Parliamentary Inspector Steytler. 

We go on in the report to state — 
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The Committee was also disappointed by the CCC’s abject failure to provide requested information to 
the Committee in a timely fashion—in contrast to the CCC’s ability to question the Committee’s 
judgement in what was a very expeditious manner—as the inquiry progressed. Subsequent to the 
15 August 2012 hearing attended by Commissioner Macknay and other senior CCC officers, — 

I, as the chairman — 

wrote to the Commissioner on 28 August 2012 to seek answers to a series of questions that were unable 
to be posed in the course of the hearing.  

Mr Chairman, you may recall that we did not receive a response to this letter until we had to send a reminder on 
19 October 2012, and then we got a response on 25 October. In contrast with that, we found during the course of 
this inquiry that the CCC was able to issue media releases immediately subsequent to the committee inquiry 
hearings on 12 September 2012 and again on the day following the committee inquiry hearing on 25 October. 
Both media releases sought to question the evidence of witnesses who had appeared before the committee during 
those hearings. The view of the committee, as is outlined in this report, is that this was demonstrative of a poor 
sense of priority on the part of the CCC. As I say, that is the third matter that I have had to raise about this 
inquiry in terms of the CCC’s conduct. 
I will move to another couple of matters. The fourth matter is with respect to the CCC’s 12 September 2012 
media release. The committee was extremely disappointed that the CCC saw fit to disclose the fact that the 
commissioner was due to appear before the committee on 7 November 2012. It is not for the CCC to advise all 
and sundry when it will appear before the committee; it is for the committee to disclose what will happen in its 
processes. So, that also has been noted in this report. 

The fifth matter that I want to bring to the attention of the chamber is that the commissioner felt it appropriate on 
2 November this year to write to me in the following terms, as outlined on page 11 of the report — 

Since 15 August 2012, when the Commission appeared, a substantial body of evidence, both written and 
oral, has been received by the Committee. When the Commission reappears on 7 November 2012 it will 
be necessary to traverse that evidence in considerable detail. 
In those circumstances, the Commission has a real concern that the Committee would be unable to 
properly consider that further evidence, in the event any report was tabled on the proposed date. 
In the circumstances, and with respect, the Commission would seek an assurance that the Committee 
will give itself sufficient time to properly consider the Commission’s evidence and to analyse other 
evidence in the light of it, prior to the tabling of a report, even if that has the result that any report is 
delayed. 

That was the letter dated 2 November. It may interest members to know that this report was tabled by me in this 
place on 15 November 2012. I might add that perhaps it is a bit strange for the CCC to appreciate that some 
people are able to operate in an efficient fashion and table reports in a timely manner, but perhaps the culture in 
that place is contrary to that. So, we regrettably had what I would regard as inappropriate pieces of 
correspondence by the commission. 

I go on in the sixth point in this regrettable matter to indicate that many people will be aware of what I think is 
now the infamous hearing that this committee had with the Corruption and Crime Commissioner on 
7 November. For those who do not recall, basically the committee required the attendance of the commissioner 
to analyse the annual report. The commissioner felt that it was necessary for him to tell the committee what he 
would be doing on that day, contrary to the agenda the committee had, and made quite a bit of noise about that, 
and members will see that outlined on pages 11 to 13 of the report. To cut a long story short, the committee did 
agree to a further hearing with Mr Macknay on 9 November and members will see in the report that the 
committee said that that hearing duly took place and the view of the committee was that there was nothing raised 
in the course of that hearing that could not have just as effectively and far earlier been put to the committee in 
writing.  
With those comments, I commend the report to the chamber. I indicate to members that in terms of the 
substantive matters in the report, I provided a more comprehensive summary in my earlier contribution to this 
house, but I did regretfully feel the need on this occasion to outline the poor conduct by the CCC in this inquiry.  

Question put and passed. 
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