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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 

Twenty-fifth Report — “Parliamentary Inspector’s Report on Allegations of Misconduct  
Made Against Officers in the Corruption and Crime Commission’s Electronic Collection Unit” —  

Tabling 

MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [12.21 pm]: I present for tabling the twenty-fifth report of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, titled “Parliamentary Inspector’s Report on Allegations of 
Misconduct Made Against Officers in the Corruption and Crime Commission’s Electronic Collection Unit”. 

[See paper 3682.] 

Mr P.B. WATSON: The Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission, 
Hon Michael Murray, QC, provided a report on allegations made against three officers of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission’s electronic collections unit to the joint standing committee on 8 October 2015. The 
allegations were brought to the attention of the parliamentary inspector by Acting Commissioner 
Mr Christopher Shanahan, SC, on 29 July 2014. The most significant allegation to the parliamentary inspector’s 
investigation was that one officer of the commission possessed and was using in his workplace a substance 
prohibited by the Misuse of Drugs Act 1981, namely, 1,3-dimethylamylamine. The officer was said to be 
consuming a product known as Jack3d, which is associated with body building. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order, members. I need to hear the member for Albany. 

Mr P.B. WATSON: It was also alleged that other commission staff had known about this practice for some time 
but did not report it to their superiors. The Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission’s 
report also analyses the effectiveness and appropriateness of the procedures used by the commission to notify 
him of, and to conduct an investigation into, the allegations. In addition to reporting on the investigation into the 
allegations, the PICCC’s report and the associated correspondence provided in the appendices of the committee’s 
report highlight two significant differences between the parliamentary inspector and the Corruption and 
Crime Commissioner, Hon John McKechnie, QC, in the interpretation of some of the powers contained in 
sections of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003. The first difference was whether the 
three commission staff should have been named in the PICCC’s report. The second difference was whether the 
parliamentary inspector had the power to investigate allegations made about two of the unnamed officers who 
worked in the ECU, as the allegations were claimed by Commissioner McKechnie, QC, to be industrial relations 
matters, as defined in the Industrial Relations Act 1979. The differing interpretations placed on these two matters 
are explored further within the correspondence attached as appendices to the committee’s report. 

The Corruption and Crime Commission’s two Acting Commissioners, Mr Neil Douglas and 
Mr Christopher Shanahan, SC, had been acting as the CCC commissioner during the period covered by the 
parliamentary inspector’s report following the resignation in early 2014 of the then commissioner, 
Mr Roger Macknay, QC. On 26 August 2014, Acting Commissioner Douglas provided the first update to the 
parliamentary inspector of the commission’s preliminary investigation into the allegations. When the PICCC 
provided the CCC commissioner with his draft report on this matter, Mr Douglas was no longer an acting 
commissioner. The commissioner advised the PICCC that Mr Douglas was overseas and was unable to consider or 
respond to the draft report. Subsequently, the joint standing committee provided a copy of the parliamentary 
inspector’s final report to Mr Douglas to allow him to specifically address some critical comments that the PICCC 
had made about his actions during the commission’s investigations. Mr Douglas’ response was then provided to the 
PICCC for his comment. Both of these responses are included in appendices to the committee’s report. 

The parliamentary inspector is also critical of the manner in which the commission outsourced aspects of the 
investigation to Gregor and Binet Pty Ltd. This company was contracted by the commission on 29 August 2014 
but did not report until late March 2015. Although acknowledging that section 182 of the Corruption, Crime and 
Misconduct Act allows the commission to outsource such investigations to an external service provider, the 
PICCC notes that, in this case, the outsourcing led to a lengthy delay in the commission’s own investigations. 
The parliamentary inspector’s report on the allegations against three commission officers is a thorough one. The 
joint standing committee supports all three recommendations that he made to the commission following his 
investigations. 

I would like to thank my fellow committee members for their input on this report: the committee’s chairman, the 
member for the South Metropolitan, Hon Nick Goiran, MLC; the member for Forrestfield, Mr Nathan Morton, 
MLA, and the member for the South West Region, Hon Adele Farina, MLC. The committee members were ably 
supported by the committee’s secretariat, Dr David Worth and Ms Jovita Hogan. 
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