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Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Second Report —  
If not the CCC … then where? An examination of the Corruption and Crime Commission’s oversight of 

excessive use of force allegations against members of the WA Police Force — Motion 
Resumed from 8 December 2021 on the following motion moved by Hon Dr Steve Thomas — 

That the report be noted. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: Chair, I seek your guidance on my request to provide an extra line setting out the time 
remaining for motions. I think Hon Nick Goiran requested in the last sitting year that the business program enable 
members to see not only how long is left for the entire report, but also the time remaining for each member. 
I request that that be included in future business programs. 
I wish to make a contribution to the debate on the Joint Standing Committee on Corruption and Crime Commission’s 
second report, If not the CCC … then where? An examination of the Corruption and Crime Commission’s oversight 
of excessive use of force allegations against members of the WA Police Force. As I have mentioned during other 
contributions, this report refers to the fifteenth report of this committee tabled in September 2020. 
I wish to continue my remarks on my views about the support we need to give to the WA Police Force and the 
need to have proper oversight of law enforcement agencies as part of the public service. I have been thinking about 
what I would say if I were given an opportunity to speak today. I thought perhaps I could touch on a point I previously 
made, which is the need for essential services to be retained by the community as a whole and run by the 
representative government for the people’s benefit. One thing I wish to say is that hardly any of these essential 
services will be profit-making enterprises. We may look at WA police. We cannot be charged if a police car is deployed 
when we call the call centre. We call it because we are in need of help. Sometimes we call 000 in an emergency, 
and we have confidence that the police will arrive as soon as they can. We would not expect the call taker to 
negotiate and say, “We’re going to charge you X number of dollars if we send a fire engine to save your house.” 
They would not do that. They would send a fire engine to help us. I am sure the Deputy President, the Chair in this 
setting, has had firsthand experience of this as a firefighter in his previous career, when he saved many houses and 
many lives. He would not want to have been in a position of thinking he was in a profit-making enterprise. He was 
in that profession because he wanted to help people. 
I realise that in the 1990s and in the first decade of this century, there was a trend of privatising government 
enterprises—the new liberalism. In some cases, it provided some good outcomes. One thing I wish to touch on is 
the gas retail sector in Western Australia. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: No disrespect is intended to the honourable member. I wish to make a contribution to the 
report that is before the house. In doing so, I wish to associate myself with the introductory remarks of the 
honourable member. I also found the start of consideration of committee reports today a little confusing. When I saw 
on the notice paper that there was one hour and four minutes remaining on the motion dealing with the first of the 
committee reports, I erroneously assumed that that meant we could have up to an hour of debate on that report today. 
Evidently, that is not the case, and we had four minutes from the hardworking Hon Jackie Jarvis. I acknowledge 
her enthusiasm for that report and look forward to continuing that debate on the next occasion.  
In the meantime, we are looking at the second report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission. As far as I can ascertain, what has transpired since we last considered this matter in some detail is 
that the government has provided a response. In fact, we have had many opportunities to consider this report, but 
without the benefit of the government response, and we now have that in our possession. It was tabled by the 
government on 30 November last year. 
I want to draw to the attention of members and you, Mr Chair, that although the report that has been responded 
to—that is, the second report—contains 13 recommendations, it is the case that 10 of those recommendations have 
been supported by the government. It is not my intention to review those 10 recommendations. The Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission felt exercised to make those 10 recommendations, and the 
government has had an opportunity to consider them and it supports them, so I think that our time would be better 
spent analysing the response of the government to those matters that have not been supported. There are two such 
recommendations—that is, recommendations 1 and 2—and there is a further recommendation that the government’s 
response indicates it has noted. I think that our time would be better spent scrutinising those three recommendations 
which the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, a committee consisting of members 
from both chambers, has said are important, but to which the government has, at least in two of the cases, said no. 
We should develop a position on that. Do we associate ourselves with those recommendations of the joint standing 
committee or do we associate ourselves with the government’s response? 
In order to usefully consider and scrutinise this matter, I think it is important for members to get a copy of the 
fifteenth report of the joint standing committee of the previous Parliament, the fortieth Parliament. All that the 
report before us does is to provide the findings and recommendations from the fifteenth report, because the committee 
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wanted to extract a response from the government, and one has now finally been provided. If members who are 
interested in this matter turn to paragraph 2.14 of that report, they will see that the committee has set out under 
the heading “Sanctions applied when an allegation is sustained” some analysis of the sanctions process in Western 
Australia when an allegation is made against a police officer and the allegation is sustained. For the benefit of 
Hansard, I refer to the three-paragraph commentary starting at paragraph 2.14 on page 20, which reads as follows — 

In instances where allegations of excessive use of force by a WA Police Force officer are substantiated, 
the application of sanctions against that officer is the responsibility of the WA Police Force under the 
authority of the Police Commissioner. 
A variety of options are available to the WA Police Force applying sanctions to officers found to have used 
excessive force. These range in gravity from an informal conduct report, through to criminal charges. They 
may also include a formal managerial sanction, a sanction under section 23 of the Police Act 1892, or loss of 
confidence proceedings. In the case of criminality, sanctions are applied by the courts in the first instance. 
Following a court outcome, WA Police Force may then apply additional sanctions, depending on the case. 
Between 2013 and 2019, there were 88 officers against whom allegations of excessive use of force were 
substantiated. Of the sanctions preferred against these officers, 69 per cent were managerial, 13 per cent 
resulted in criminal charges, 12 per cent resulted in disciplinary charges under section 23 of the 
Police Act 1892, and six per cent resulted in dismissal proceedings (i.e. Commissioner’s loss of confidence 
proceedings). More detail on these options (and when they have been used) can be found at Appendix Five. 

That is the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission setting out the state of affairs in 
our state for the WA Police Force to apply sanctions in the instance that an allegation has been made against 
a police officer and that allegation has been substantiated. This leads into its rationale and reasoning for making 
recommendation 1, which states — 

In the interest of transparency, the Corruption and Crime Commission should report where there is 
a difference of opinion with police about sanctions applied in cases of excessive use of force. 

The government has responded and said that that is not supported. As I said, there are 13 recommendations in 
this report and the government supports 10 of them, but this is one that it does not support. The question is: why? 
Why would the government not support the committee’s recommendation that, in the interest of transparency, the 
CCC should report whether there is a difference of opinion with the WA Police Force about the sanctions that are 
being applied? 
Again, that analysis is found at paragraph 2.17 on page 20 of the fifteenth report from the fortieth Parliament. It 
reads as follows — 

As the CCC has oversight of the WA Police Force response to allegations of serious misconduct, it 
‘can consider whether their conclusions reached, and disciplinary response, were open to be made on the 
available evidence.’ 

It continues — 
The CCC has a number of actions available to it if it identifies a matter where a sanction is not deemed 
to be appropriate: 

The Commission may provide informal feedback during engagement with the WA Police Force. 
It may provide formal commentary in a review closure report, or it may amend its original decision 
and have more active involvement in the matter, such as commencing its own investigation. 

The committee then sets out case study 2, which I commend to members for their edification, but I will not read it 
to members at this time. The committee provides a useful summary at paragraph 2.19, which states — 

Case Study 2 provides an example where the CCC carried out two reviews of an investigation of an 
officer involved in multiple incidents of excessive use of force. The first review raised concerns about 
the effectiveness of previous managerial responses to sustained allegations of excessive use of force by the 
officer. The report made four recommendations for improvement, and the second review followed up to 
see how these recommendations had been implemented. 

It continues — 
As part of the WA Police Force response to the first CCC report and its recommendations, the police 
implemented an early intervention case management initiative for the officer in question. In its submission 
to the inquiry, the WA Police Force acknowledged that previous early intervention attempts had failed to 
prevent the officer’s unprofessional conduct. As a result, a case officer was assigned to review the matter 
and the actions taken to date. Areas of concern were highlighted and discussed with the officer. 

It goes on — 
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The WA Police Force submission acknowledges that in this particular case it was not until the officer was 
reminded of the prospect of criminal charges and/or the loss of employment that he acknowledged his 
failings and took responsibility for his actions. Discussion with the officer also occurred in relation to 
personal issues impacting upon his work. 

Hon PIERRE YANG: I was looking at the deregulation of the gas retail sector in Western Australia. It took many 
decades from the floating of the idea to its fruition, and now consumers can benefit from the competition of gas retailers 
providing a discounted gas price in Western Australia. We know that Alinta, Kleenheat and a number of eastern states 
companies now participate in the gas retail market. Their promoted and advertised prices tend to be discounted by about 
30 or 40 per cent. I think that was a success. That initiative benefited many, many Western Australians who were on a high 
or middle income, as well as many Western Australians who were on a lower income where every cent counts when it 
comes to a daily household budget and expenditure. That policy resulted in a net benefit for the people we represent. 
Other sectors also involve both public and private sector participants, including essential services. The hospital care 
sector is an essential service for people, and we are very fortunate to live in a country where hospital care is provided 
free of charge by our nation. I hasten to add that it was the federal Labor Party that put in Medibank back in the 1970s 
and Medicare in 1983 so that every Western Australian and Australian in this nation could enjoy world-class, free 
hospital care. That is something that we should be very proud of; I know that I am as a member of the Labor Party. 
I think as a nation we should be very proud of the fact that we are the envy of the world when it comes to hospital 
care. That does not mean that when it comes to hospital care, only the state government supplies hospitals. We have 
private enterprises participating in the sector—for example, St John of God Health Care hospitals, which have 
multiple campuses in Western Australia providing that service. We also have Ramsay Health Care. Therefore, when 
it comes to competition, I think that it is important that we have this industry. 
That point is related to WA law enforcement services, which I will come to in a few seconds. It is quite important 
because I need to set the scene for why in the last sitting year I was very passionate and very enthusiastic about 
supporting the Western Australian Police Force. I draw examples from the US where in certain jurisdictions, public 
law enforcement agencies were disbanded and in some cases private security companies were engaged to provide 
that support. The point I want to make is: when we have a monopoly-like sector, we should either have the publicly 
owned entity run it or we should have competition when it is appropriate. I am not sure that having a private entity 
running the policing service in any jurisdiction could be a good thing. It could be, but I have not seen that example. 
In another case, there may be multiple private agencies competing for policing jobs, and I do not think competition 
in that circumstance is appropriate. That is why I think law enforcement agencies and public policing should be 
retained by the public. It would be just like a nation privatising its defence force or diplomacy to a company. A state 
jurisdiction should not be privatised or have a private entity run its policing service. This comes back to the point 
that I talked about in the last sitting year about the US and, as members have heard, in my contribution earlier today. 
The WA Police Force is a huge organisation. In fact, this government has been recruiting more police officers than 
any other government in the history of Western Australia to ensure that public safety is taken care of, and I think that 
is another fact that we should be very proud of. All of these initiatives will cost money. Earlier today the Leader of 
the Opposition asked us to thank the federal government for giving our money back to us. Again, honourable 
Leader of the Opposition, we may have to agree to disagree on that point. I think that the McGowan Labor government 
has been very prudent when it comes to managing the state’s finances and cleaning up the mess that was left behind 
by the previous Liberal–National government so that we now have the finance and have the ability to recruit more 
police officers and to have more hospitals and health professionals to look after the vital interests of the people of 
Western Australia. Policing is a vital interest. Safety is a right for all Western Australians, which comes to the point 
of—undoubtedly, as we have seen from the report in some instances where excessive force was applied—why it is 
so critical that we have the right oversight agency with the right legislation to back it up so that it can do the work 
to provide that oversight for the law enforcement agencies that are looking after us. 
We want to make sure that police are supported and if anyone does anything wrong, they should be looked at and 
investigated, and a decision should be made. In our jurisdiction, it is all laid down quite clearly by the Corruption, Crime 
and Misconduct Act. We all have faith in police officers doing the job, and if any of them are not doing their job 
as described and required in the act, the CCC will be the one to hear the concerns of the community and do its 
investigation as required by the CCC act. 
I look forward to another opportunity to continue my remarks at a later stage. 
Hon JACKIE JARVIS: I am glad that I am not the only member who was caught off guard by the time allocated 
to discuss particular reports. I have taken Hon Nick Goiran’s advice and found the fifteenth report. I have not had 
a chance to fully read it. I am hoping that there might be an audiobook version of it. I would like to comment, though. 
Obviously, when we are discussing anything to do with the excessive force allegations against members of the 
Western Australia Police Force, I think it is incredibly important that we provide a balanced view and some context. 
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I note that in one of the findings that fewer than five per cent of excessive force allegations made against members 
of the police force were sustained.  
I acknowledge the hard work done by the WA Police Force. It has been particularly trying in recent months, perhaps 
even in the last couple of years, as we have been dealing with matters related to the COVID-19 pandemic. I make 
particular mention of Sergeant Simone Taplin at the Margaret River Police Station, who has provided my electorate 
office with an incredible level of support in the face of having numerous protesters outside my office and coming into 
my office. When that happens, I direct them to Hon Dr Steve Thomas’s office, assuming that they are looking for him! 
I think that it is worth reflecting on the circumstances that may lead to an allegation being made against a police 
officer when it cannot be substantiated. Members might be aware that there is a group of people in Western Australia 
at the moment who call themselves “sovereign citizens”. I am aware that a group of sovereign citizens went to the 
Margaret River Police Station a few weeks ago to demand the arrest of the operators of the local bakery because 
the bakery had requested that these people wear masks when they dined in the bakery. The police dealt with that not 
only in an incredibly calm manner, but also with a certain amount of professionalism. It is examples like this in 
which we could see allegations being made against the police that are not true or correct. I certainly welcome any 
process that will provide oversight and give fair representation to both police and, of course, people who make 
genuine claims against the police for excessive force. 
I am also aware of another group of sovereign citizens who went to the Denmark Police Station to demand the arrest 
of the member for Warren–Blackwood, who apparently was acting illegally as a member of Parliament. I find it 
slightly ironic that a group of people who claim not to believe in government actually use the WA Police Force, an 
instrument of government, thinking that they can direct the police to act on their behalf. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: You probably shouldn’t apply logic to them necessarily. 
Hon JACKIE JARVIS: Thank you, Hon Dr Steve Thomas; I have learnt that in recent weeks. 
I will take time to go through the entirety of the fifteenth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption 
and Crime Commission, noting that the report before the chamber is only a summation, and to look at the 
recommendations. However, I want to conclude by mentioning that I think it is incredibly important that there is 
a balance, and that if the CCC is the mechanism to provide that balance and certainty for both police officers and 
members of the public, that is a good thing.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Prior to the contributions of other members, I was considering the first recommendation 
of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission report. Members may recall that the 
fifteenth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, which is replicated in 
the second report of the current Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, contained 
13 recommendations, and that recommendation 1 is one of two recommendations that the government did not 
support. There is a third recommendation that the government has noted. We are trying to consider why the government 
does not agree to the joint standing committee’s first recommendation, which, ultimately, concerns a matter of 
transparency. In fact, that is the language the committee used in its second report, which states — 

In the interest of transparency, the Corruption and Crime Commission should report where there is 
a difference of opinion with police about sanctions applied in cases of excessive use of force. 

The committee set out its rationale for that on pages 20 to 23 of the fifteenth report. I will continue to quote 
paragraph 2.22 on page 22 and the committee’s analysis of what has been referred to as case study 2. It states — 

2.22 Case Study 2 demonstrates how the CCC review ensured that action was taken where it otherwise 
may not have been carried out quite so rigorously. In this case, the CCC’s review identified 
a flaw in the process. This assisted the WA Police Force to develop an intervention program that 
had a direct and positive impact upon the behaviour of an officer exhibiting ongoing problematic 
behaviour. The Committee is of the view that this is a compelling reason for the CCC to carry 
out its police oversight role in a way that is more than simply investigating a handful of excessive 
use of force matters each year. This is discussed further in Chapter 3. 

The report goes on — 
2.23 Another recent CCC report lays out in some detail an instance where the CCC and the WA Police 

Force differed in opinion over the investigation of use of force against a 13 year old child. The 
CCC report reviewed the police investigation which found that there was insufficient evidence 
to prefer criminal charges against the officers for all matters. The CCC reported that both officers 
in question declined to participate in an interview under the Criminal Investigation Act 2006, 
and were then directed to participate in a managerial interview, noting that ‘admissions made under 
the compulsion of a managerial review are not admissible in criminal proceedings.’ 
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2.24 Having reviewed the police investigation, the CCC concluded that the ‘investigation did fail and 
criminal proceedings for assault should have been instituted.’ In response to the CCC’s conclusions, 
the WA Police Force noted that the officer in question ‘received a significant penalty for his 
conduct pursuant to the Police Act 1892 s 23, which may be comparable to that imposed by a criminal 
court.’ While the CCC accepted this response, it reported that it remained ‘of the view that criminal 
proceedings for an assault should have been instituted and the matter resolved in court.’ 

2.25 This form of oversight, whereby the CCC reports publicly on the failings in the WA Police Force’s 
processes and choices in relation to investigations and sanctions, is important because it brings 
these processes under public scrutiny. This helps to assure the public that meaningful oversight 
is occurring, and that allegations against WA Police Force officers are not ignored or dismissed. 

That is the rationale of the committee. It is explaining why, on the basis of those couple of cases that it analysed, 
it would be in the best interests of our community for the CCC to continue to provide some form of oversight of the 
sanctions imposed by the WA Police Force in instances in which allegations against its officers have been substantiated, 
but to do so in a public fashion, particularly if there is a difference of opinion between the CCC and the WA police. 
This led the committee to make four findings and the recommendation that the government has indicated it does 
not support. It states — 

Finding 14 
The responsibility for imposing sanctions on WA Police Force members who have been found to have 
used excessive force rests with the Police Commissioner. 
Finding 15 
Between 2013 and 2019, there were 88 officers against whom allegations of excessive use of force were 
substantiated. Of the sanctions preferred against these officers, 69 per cent were managerial, 13 per cent 
resulted in criminal charges, 12 per cent resulted in disciplinary charges under section 23 of the 
Police Act 1892, and six per cent resulted in dismissal proceedings. 
Finding 16 
The Corruption and Crime Commission has oversight of the WA Police Force response to allegations of 
serious misconduct, and can consider whether the conclusions reached, and the disciplinary response, 
were open to be made on the available evidence. 
Finding 17 
The Corruption and Crime Commission’s review of WA Police Force investigative process and outcomes, 
and the sanctions applied, is important because it brings these processes under public scrutiny. This helps 
to assure the public that allegations are being dealt with properly. 

This led the committee to its recommendation — 
In the interest of transparency, the Corruption and Crime Commission should report where there is 
a difference of opinion with police about sanctions applied in cases of excessive use of force. 

The government’s response: not supported—that is, the McGowan Labor government does not support what the 
Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission had to say on pages 20 to 23 of its fifteenth 
report tabled in the last Parliament and recommendation 1, which it repeated in this report that is currently before 
us in this Parliament. That is what the record reflects. That is the benefit of the government response that was 
provided at the end of last year. The government provided that response. It says police sanctions are a matter primarily 
for the Western Australian Commissioner of Police. Maybe a government member can explain to the chamber why 
the response is limited to simply saying that police sanctioned matters are primarily for the WA police commissioner. 
The very fact that the word “primarily” is used indicates that it is a matter for more than just the WA police 
commissioner. When we stop and consider what the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission has said about this matter, I think it is compelling. It is not obvious why the government would be 
averse to transparency. The opposition has said this many times over the last five years, and will continue to do 
so, because it is a standard that the government said that we should be hold it accountable to: the government said 
that there would be a gold standard of transparency. That is what the leader, the member for Rockingham, said. 
Keep in mind that in the last Parliament two of the four members who signed off on this Joint Standing Committee 
on the Corruption and Crime Commission report were from the government—the then member for Girrawheen 
and the member for Kalamunda. In this Parliament, the member for Kalamunda and Hon Klara Andric have put 
their names to this report, at least in terms of the recommendations, and asked the government to provide a response. 
Those Labor members of the Western Australian Parliament have called upon the Corruption and Crime Commission 
to report when there is a difference of opinion with police about sanctions applied in cases of excessive use of force. 
They are not calling on the government to do it; they are calling on the CCC to do it. But the government has 
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intervened, the executive has come in and said, “Don’t worry about it; we don’t think you should do that. It is not 
supported. Police sanctions are a matter primarily for the WA police commissioner.” 
I encourage the current Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission to look further into that 
recommendation and bypass government, because who cares what it thinks about this issue; what matters is whether 
the CCC will do it or not. I encourage the joint standing committee to take this up with the Corruption and Crime 
Commissioner and say, “In the interests of transparency, you, Mr Commissioner, should report when there is 
a difference of opinion with police about sanctions applied in cases of excessive use of force. Forget about the 
government standard of transparency; you, Mr Commissioner, apply a higher standard.” 
Hon DARREN WEST: I would like to make a contribution on this report from Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission and acknowledge its good work in preparing this report and the report from 
the previous Parliament that it references. I will perhaps take the opportunity while we are talking about members 
of the Western Australia Police Force to extend our thanks and appreciation to all those officers who have served 
the public so well over the last couple of years. It has been an extraordinary time. I am sure that many people who 
joined the police force did not expect to be doing some of the things that they have been asked to do over the last 
couple of years. As a community, I think we all owe them a great deal for standing in the rain at intrastate border 
checkpoints, checking whether people are at the address they are supposed to be at while they are quarantining 
and the like. It has been a sterling effort by our members of the WA Police Force. They have also had to carry out 
the more traditional roles of catching crooks and arresting dangerous people and getting them off the streets and 
protecting the community. They have done a remarkable job of that over the last couple of years. I did not want to 
let the opportunity go by to make reference to the great work of our men and women in blue. 
This report, If not the CCC … then where?, was brought to us by the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and 
Crime Commission comprising Matthew Hughes, MLA, member for Kalamunda; our own Hon Dr Steve Thomas, 
member for the South West Region; Mr Shane Love, member for Moore; and Hon Klara Andric, member for 
South Metropolitan Region; and staff Suzanne Veletta and Jovita Hogan. The committee put together this report 
with a quite comprehensive list of findings and recommendations that really shines a light on the fact that as much 
as we praise our police force, I think perhaps the stresses of the job, or the character of those responding to a job, 
means that from time to time things can escalate. I guess it would take a lot for our officers to show constraint some 
times, but that is not to say that, from time to time, people do go beyond their level of authority and jurisdiction. 
It is always important for us keep shining a light into that corner, members, because these are positions of great 
authority and we need to be confident as legislators—lawmakers—and, in our case, members of government, that we 
are getting fair outcomes from our police. 
Finding 1 states — 

It is lawful for members of the WA Police Force to use force against another person in certain circumstances … 
We can all imagine what those circumstances might be. The example given in the report is — 

… when making an arrest. Use of force is excessive when the force used is more than is justified by law. 
Whether the force used in a particular situation is excessive depends on the circumstances. 

As members can imagine, out on the beat, in a challenging environment, with one or more people perhaps pushing 
the boundaries of the law, it can be a bit of a blurred or grey area from time to time, and I am sure it can be difficult 
to make a judgement about exactly where the line is. If things escalate, I am sure perpetrators and those who test 
the patience of our police could perhaps change where that line might be. That is not to say the line should be 
crossed; it just that from time to time it is difficult to know what is a reasonable level of force. I would hate to think 
that a hardworking officer would find themselves falling foul of this measure when they thought they were acting 
in the best interests of the community and other police present. I also understand that we cannot be too lilywhite 
or too soft on this as well, because there are some difficult circumstances out there, especially in alcohol and 
drug–charged environments and at domestic crime scenes. These are the kinds of situations our police find themselves 
in. I acknowledge this is a difficult area. The example given in the report is of whether the force used in a particular 
situation is excessive. That certainly does depend on the circumstances, and they are always different. I am quite 
sure that our police rarely turn up to a situation that is exactly the same as one they have been in before. 
Finding 2 states — 

Allegations of excessive use of force by members of the WA Police Force are treated as allegations of 
serious misconduct and as such fall within the remit of the Corruption and Crime Commission to oversight 
and/or investigate. 

I think the community would be comfortable with that. The CCC is a respected and well-regarded organisation 
that acts in the interests of the people of Western Australia. I think that would be the general view held by people 
outside this chamber. I think that is a suitable, appropriate and sound finding. 
Finding 3 states — 
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Use of force reporting by the WA Police Force is one way of identifying potential instances of excessive 
use of force where, for whatever reason, a complaint might not be made. While use of force reporting doesn’t 
identify every instance of misconduct relating to use of force, is it an important mechanism. 

The creation of a database as a point of reference is most useful. 
I note in the fifteenth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, presented to 
the previous Parliament, a recommendation about body-worn cameras, which makes the collection of information 
a lot easier. The rollout of body-worn cameras for Western Australia Police Force officers commenced in 2019. It 
seemed they had been around for a bit longer than that, but it was June 2019. At the time of writing, it was anticipated 
that by October 2020, 4 254 body-worn cameras would have been deployed statewide. I guess it would dawn on 
the reader that these cameras have dual roles; they record not only the people the police engage with, but also the 
actions of the police in return. That very useful initiative has been rolled out in the past couple of years and helps 
capture that data and information, and perhaps would also be a useful guide in training police officers in where the 
line might sit in certain circumstances.  
Recommendation 3 of this report states — 

The Corruption and Crime Commission should regularly interrogate WA Police Force data in order to 
identify trends and conduct analysis of at-risk areas or officers—and any other such activities that would 
assist in identifying a particular officer or cohort exhibiting problematic behaviour. 

If we link that through to the next level, it is certainly a useful data-collecting tool. It may be that there is a cohort 
that, for whatever reason, push things a little far and perhaps get to the far side of that line and from time to time 
find themselves using excessive force in situations in which it is not warranted. The introduction of body-worn 
cameras is more than a useful tool for the police. It is also useful in investigations carried out by the CCC. 
Finding 4, which I find interesting, states — 

The Committee has come to the conclusion that use of force reporting by the WA Police Force does not 
always capture instances of excessive use of force. 

Finding 5 states — 
Although the Corruption and Crime Commission currently has access to every use of force report submitted 
to internal WA Police Force systems, it appears to limit its review of use of force reports to those matters 
where an allegation is formed or otherwise reported. 

The next finding is also interesting. It states — 
Around 12 per cent of all misconduct allegations made against members of the WA Police Force relate 
to excessive use of force. 

That is quite a high percentage, and it would be a worrying percentage if that number were to increase. However, 
now that these investigations have been undertaken and the CCC is across that percentage, I note that the number 
of excessive use of force allegations decreased slightly during 2019–20. With all the great work done by this 
committee, and with this data, I am sure we can get on top of this problem. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Noting that we have a little time left, I move to the second recommendation in this report that 
the government has not supported. As I mentioned, this report contains 13 recommendations: 10 have been supported 
by the government, two have not been supported and one has been noted. I have already spent some time analysing the 
first of those recommendations on the issue of transparency. It is not obvious, and there has certainly been no response 
from the government, as to why that recommendation on transparency was effectively opposed by the government. 
Therefore, I have called on the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission to follow that 
through with the commission, because there would be nothing stopping that from happening. Let us take a moment to 
consider the second recommendation that has in effect been rejected by the government. Members who are interested in 
this matter should avail themselves of the fifteenth report from the previous Parliament titled If not the CCC ... then 
where? An examination of the Corruption and Crime Commission’s oversight of excessive use of force allegations 
against members of the WA Police Force. In particular, the portion of that report that is relevant for our consideration 
starts at paragraph 3.46. I will spend a moment outlining what the committee had to say then. In summary, the committee 
called on the CCC to prioritise its police oversight role. Importantly, the committee was not asking the CCC to abandon 
any of its other important roles—not at all. The committee was simply saying that the police oversight role should be 
prioritised. I must say in passing that this is not a new issue; this has been raised many times. Therefore, it is all the more 
surprising that the government decided not to support this recommendation. Recommendation 2 reads — 

The Corruption and Crime Commission should refocus its efforts and current resources on police oversight 
primarily, in line with what is arguably a key mandate. It is not enough for police oversight to be treated 
as one of several strategic themes. 

Paragraph 3.46 of the fifteenth report states — 
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Allegations of serious misconduct against members of the WA Police Force account for just over half of 
the allegations received by the CCC. Around 12 per cent of allegations relate to excessive use of force. 

The report continues — 
Such abuses of power by members of the WA Police Force undermine the integrity of the WA Police Force 
and undermine public trust in this institution. This is particularly true if the incident is captured on video 
and it appears, for all intents and purposes, that the force used is not justified. 
CCC oversight of the WA Police Force handling of excessive use of force allegations provides an 
independent accountability mechanism. Robust oversight by the CCC is needed to reduce any real or perceived 
bias of police internal investigations. Oversight also offers an avenue to address investigative failures that 
can arise from the mishandling of a matter.  
The WA Police Force acknowledges that regardless of the mechanisms in place to support stringent 
internal investigations, it does occasionally get investigations wrong. It recognises the benefits provided 
by independent oversight of allegations of misconduct and identifies that ‘… where community expectations 
are not met, the CCC oversight provides opportunities for police to meet that expectation.’ 
Very few allegations of excessive use of force are substantiated. This could be an accurate reflection of 
events. However, the Committee is concerned that allegations which should be substantiated are not being 
upheld, due to the fact that they are not being adequately investigated. 
The Committee is of the view that WA Police Force misconduct was intended to be a particular priority 
for the CCC, by virtue of its genesis in the Kennedy Royal Commission. It is not convinced that the current 
method of assessment in accordance with strategic themes adequately prioritises police matters, particularly 
those of excessive use of force. It concludes that the CCC should refocus its efforts and resources on 
police oversight primarily, in line with what is arguably a key mandate. 

The government’s response to all of that is that it is not supported. The government states in its response that the 
serious misconduct function under the CCC and the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 does not articulate 
this intent and is therefore not a key mandate. Accordingly, the focus of the commission is on the entire public 
sector, not just the WA Police Force. That is true, but the suggestion is that it is not a key mandate. Whoever wrote 
that response has obviously never read the Kennedy royal commission report. It is evidentially a key mandate. 
The CHAIR: Members, time has expired for the consideration of committee reports. Before I report to the house, 
I want to make a couple of comments. One is that a number of members have expressed some confusion today 
during consideration of committee reports around timing that is shown on the daily notice paper and the business 
program. That is something I will discuss with the Acting Clerk between now and when we consider committee 
reports again next week to try to clarify those times for members. 
The other thing I want to comment on is relevance during committee reports. I think there has been an increasing 
pattern emerging where people are not being directly relevant to the report before the house. Often presiding officers 
need to give some latitude to members to bring their contribution to a point of relevance, but I think some of those 
links are becoming so casual in nature that I need to bring that to your attention. For example, when we are considering 
a report such as the annual report of the CCC, it does not allow members to then delve into the minute detail of every 
report tabled by the CCC in the reporting period. It simply allows members to discuss the annual report, not the CCC. 
Similarly, with the second report on the CCC’s oversight of the WA Police Force and the use of excessive force, this 
is not an opportunity for members to raise every policing matter or policing reference, but allows members to canvass 
the details that are contained within that committee’s report. I give members that caution. From next week you will 
see a more rigorous approach taken to relevance in committee reports. I will now report to the house. 
Consideration of report adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
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