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Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission —  
Twenty-ninth Report — “Guarding the guardians” 

Resumed from 16 August. 

Motion 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

Hot on the heels of the twenty-eighth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission came this report, which was tabled in this place on 16 August 2012. There is no requirement for a 
government response on this particular matter, as there are no recommendations. However, it is another 
important report for members to be across. I suggest that members turn to the final paragraph on page 11 of the 
report, which reads — 

As debate pertaining to the Corruption and Crime Commission Bill 2012 is imminent, the Committee 
provides this report to Parliament so as to ensure that the debate around amending the work and role of 
the CCC is informed by the former Parliamentary Inspector’s experience and wisdom. 

Members may be aware that I have a particularly strong view about what the reforms ought to look like. As it so 
happens, the former parliamentary inspector, who has regrettably retired, shares my view in that regard. I want to 
quote some extracts of a letter that he wrote to the committee that is annexed to this report. It is important for 
members to be across this matter because, unfortunately, the level of debate around the CCC reforms seems to be 
about wanting to torpedo things and defeat the Corruption and Crime Commission Amendment Bill 2012. That 
is all very nice in terms of getting headlines in the newspapers, but at the end of the day what people do not 
appreciate—charitably, I have to say that they must be ignorant of these points—is that they cannot seriously 
suggest that we should torpedo the reform bill. What it actually needs is to be amended. The whole bill is not 
bad. What we need are some reforms to the Corruption and Crime Commission. Those who are across the issue 
will understand that most of the reforms that are being proposed are good but that there is an element that is a 
problem. However, that can be amended. If members take the time to familiarise themselves with page 9 of the 
report, they will know that the then parliamentary inspector, Hon Mr Steytler made the following 
observations — 

It seems to me to be plain that the Commission’s functions in respect of organised crime should be 
distanced, as far as possible, from areas in which it will work closely with police officers undertaking 
investigations of that kind. That is so for all of the reasons that have previously been elaborated by the 
Joint Standing Committee in its various reports to Parliament in this respect, most recently in its report 
suggesting a possible role for the Commission in addressing proceeds of crime and unexplained wealth. 
I appreciate that separation is likely to prove difficult to implement in practice. However, if the 
Commission was to be restricted to conducting unexplained wealth investigations into organised crime 
targets identified by the W A police, this might minimise joint investigation, although information 
sharing would undoubtedly be necessary and some overlap in investigative work would be inevitable. I 
endorse the Committee’s own views in this respect, to the effect that a limited transfer of power to the 
Commission in relation to unexplained wealth investigations would enable it to perform a valuable 
function, while minimising the risk of damaging its fundamentally important police oversight function 
as well as the risk of corruption within the agency itself. 
If, notwithstanding the Committee’s views (with which I am entirely in agreement), the Commission is 
to be given a wider jurisdiction, much will inevitably have to be left to the discretion of the proposed 
reference group. In this last event, it might be possible to provide guidelines, in the enabling legislation, 
which the reference group would be obliged to consider in making its decisions. The precise nature of 
any such guidelines could, I think, only be formulated after consultations with police and the 
Commission concerning the practicalities involved. 

I pause at this point to indicate that this is a very learned, highly esteemed gentleman suggesting that it might be 
possible to provide guidelines. Where in the debate do we ever hear about amending and improving what has 
been proposed? All we hear is the cheap one-liners that members will torpedo or defeat the bill rather than 
people do the heavy lifting to try to improve what is proposed so that we get the best possible outcome. I contrast 
that with the way this house has, in my view, dealt very well with the Criminal Investigation (Covert Powers) 
Bill 2011 that is before us with respect to the covert provisions for the police. That bill has been amended 
substantially at this point, and that was good work by this house and the committees involved. I contrast that in a 
sense that rather than taking the view that the bill is no good and that members will torpedo and defeat it, instead 
we have rolled up our sleeves and said let us get the bill into the correct shape that it needs to be in. I would like 
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to see the same thing happen with the CCC reforms and for that to happen before the end of the year. I will quote 
further from Mr Steytler’s advice — 

As the Committee is aware, I very much doubt that it is possible to create an effective Chinese wall. 
That said, I am not sure that I am sufficiently qualified to suggest the optimum means of attempting to 
do so. I understand that you are proposing to travel to Queensland in order to speak to persons who 
have experience with the Queensland model in an attempt to learn its strengths and weaknesses. In my 
respectful opinion, that is the best way forward in this respect.  
Otherwise, I can do no more than repeat, subject to some revision, my earlier suggestion that Assistant 
Commissioners of equal status be appointed to oversee each ‘silo’, with each reporting directly to the 
Commissioner and with neither being eligible for appointment to the other position, whether on a 
permanent or temporary basis. 

Again, I pause at this junction to say there again is another proposed amendment, which everybody can take 
up—it is not too difficult—and try to amend to get a better outcome in respect of the reforms. I think it has merit 
having, subsequent to this particular time, gone to Queensland and investigated their model. Mr Steytler 
continues — 

The need for revision arises out of a recent discussion with the Commissioner of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission, who is opposed to the suggestion, essentially for four reasons. The first is that the 
Commission is too small for the appointment of two Assistant Commissioners, resulting in ‘overkill’ and 
unnecessary expense. The second is that, if this device were to be adopted, the Commissioner would 
himself become largely redundant. The third is that persons with an operations background are likely to 
be more effective in overseeing the two divisions than persons having the statutory qualifications 
required for appointment as Assistant Commissioners (which, he tells me, will be eligibility to be 
appointed as a judge of the Supreme Court). The fourth is that the Assistant Commissioner responsible 
for the organised crime division is likely to be underemployed for some time, as it will take time for the 
Commission to ‘get into’ its organised crime role.  

Again I pause to highlight that this is the former parliamentary inspector repeating the concerns of the CCC in 
relation to his suggested amendments to the reforms. He goes on to say —  

I would be in respectful disagreement with the Commissioner’s second reason. It seems to me that the 
Commissioner, being ultimately responsible for both divisions, would have his hands filled by the task 
of ensuring that both operated effectively and appropriately. The fourth reason can be very simply 
addressed by appointing some-one to act in a part-time role until a full time position becomes 
necessary. As regards the first reason, it seems to me that the money would be well spent. However, I 
believe that there is substance to the third reason and it is this that gives rise to my revised suggestion. 
It seems to me that the problem raised by the Commissioner could be addressed by changing the 
qualifications for appointment as an Assistant Commissioner or by having each division overseen by a 
Director rather than by an Assistant Commissioner. The second of these options would be my preferred 
option. However, it would seem to me to be preferable that both appointments, however described, 
should be made from persons outside the Commission who do not have any prior association with the 
WA Police.  
I have given some thought to the question whether it would be possible to physically isolate the 
organised crime division from the remainder of the organisation, but it seems very probable that this 
would prove impracticable from a cost perspective, even if complete separation was otherwise 
achievable. 

I encourage members to be familiar with this report because if they take the time to be across it, they will 
understand that tangible amendments can be made to the reforms that are being proposed. We do not need to 
torpedo anything. We do not need to defeat anything. We can progress in a very intelligent, learned way. As has 
been done with respect to the covert powers bill at the moment, the same thing can be done with the CCC 
reforms, and I would encourage that approach by all members. 

Question put and passed. 
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