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Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Seventeenth Report — “Acting 

Parliamentary Inspector’s Inquiry Concerning Examination Procedures by the  

Corruption and Crime Commission” 

Resumed from 1 September 2011. 

Motion 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

I wish to make some brief remarks about the seventeenth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the 

Corruption and Crime Commission. If my memory serves me right—obviously, it has been a while since we 

have looked at this report, which was tabled on 1 September 2011—there is no requirement for a government 

response. There is no request, so I think this is one of the reports that we can usefully consider this afternoon. 

This particular report originates from a letter dealing with the outcome of an inquiry that was received by the 

committee at the end of April last year. Its origins are found in the Smiths Beach investigation from 2006 and 

allegations of misconduct by Corruption and Crime Commission investigators. This inquiry was carried out by 

the then acting parliamentary inspector, Chris Zelestis, QC, as Hon Chris Steytler, QC, had recused himself due 

to a potential conflict of interest. The initial terms of reference for the inquiry were concerned with the 

commission’s procedures and practices for interviewing and questioning people and for serving witness 

summonses on public officers. After a broad and thorough examination of these procedures and practices, the 

acting parliamentary inspector identified problems with only two aspects of the CCC’s examination procedure. 

The first area of concern was the power of the CCC under section 140 of the Corruption and Crime Commission 

Act to conduct a public hearing and the requirement for specific criteria to be considered and applied to each 

prospective witness in the exercise of this power. I might usefully quote section 140(2), which provides — 

The Commission may open an examination to the public if, having weighed the benefits of public 

exposure and public awareness against the potential for prejudice or privacy infringements, it considers 

that it is in the public interest to do so. 

The reference to “potential for prejudice” alongside “privacy infringements” clearly, in the opinion of the acting 

parliamentary inspector, extends to prejudice to persons called as witnesses at public hearings, as well as to those 

about whom evidence may be given. 

Committee interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 690.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 

 


