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Division 32: Corruption and Crime Commission, $27 627 000 — 
Ms J.M. Freeman, Chair. 
Mr J.R. Quigley, Attorney General. 
Mr R. Warnes, Chief Executive. 
Mr J. Lee, Principal Policy Adviser. 
Mr D. Emerson, Senior Policy Adviser. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. The Chair will ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall be examined only in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. If supplementary information is to be provided, 
I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the principal clerk by Friday, 30 October 2020. 
I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question 
on notice through the online questions system. 
I give the call to the member for Hillarys. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Welcome. My first question refers to page 484 of budget paper No 2, and the service 
summary, specifically the first point “Assessing All Allegations of Serious Misconduct”. The budgeted allocation 
in 2019–20 was approximately $6.4 million and the actual figure came in at approximately $4.1 million, which is 
a significant decrease. What drove that difference? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will defer to the chief executive. 
Mr R. Warnes: That is largely attributed to a decrease in the Corruption and Crime Commission’s total cost of 
services. It is largely due to the Department of Treasury’s decision to remove the government office accommodation 
from the application of the Australian Accounting Standards Board 16, which covers the organisation’s lease costs. 
That cost is attributed across both the assessing and the investigating parts of the commission. The member 
can see that the bottom line figure of $28.4 million in 2019–20 decreased into the next budget to $27.7 million. 
The cost is attributed across both our assessment and investigation functions, but it is a consequence of that 
government decision. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The government tends to change the accounting standards of the CCC a lot, does it 
not? Every time I have asked the question of the CCC about accounting, there has been a change in accounting 
standards. The chief executive cannot help that. I have no further questions on that but I do have a new question. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I refer to page 485 and outcomes and key effectiveness indicators. The budgeted 2019–20 figures 
for the first line item “Number of allegations received” is 4 500, but the actual number of allegations received 
was 5 743. That looks like a pretty concerning figure. Does the Attorney General have any comments on that? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: There are some influences such as the number of allegations received by having an increased 
public profile, the media attention, an increase in engagement with government agencies and increased auditing 
within agencies on specific issues. In 2019–20, the number of allegations received by the commission was higher 
than the target by 1 243 and higher than the previous year by 707. This higher number of allegations received, in part, 
reflects a bulk notification from the North Metropolitan Health Service and the high-profile cases that the commission 
has been involved in in the last year or so. The 2020–21 target has been adjusted based on the historical trend of 
allegations received. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: What was the broad subject matter of that bulk notification from the North Metropolitan 
Health Service? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We all remember well the criminal cases that fell from that. If the member wants a broad 
description of those cases, I will defer to the chief executive. I do not want to go into the specifics of what the 
Corruption and Crime Commission is currently looking at. 
Mr R. Warnes: The bulk of the notifications—not just from north metro, but a large number—were attributed to 
section 440 and the unlawful access of information systems. For that period, we received 424 notifications in total. 
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They did not all come from north metro. Some of them came from other departments that had audited their systems 
or looked at unlawful access to their computer systems. They are obligated to notify us when they find those things. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: The number of allegations received was 5 743, resulting in 59 investigations. Can the 
Attorney General explain the filtering process that takes a large number of allegations down to such a small number 
of investigations? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will defer to the chief executive. 
Mr R. Warnes: Even though we received 5 700-odd allegations, not all of them necessarily invoke a serious misconduct 
action from us. Every allegation that comes through is assessed. We undertake no further action if the allegation does 
not make the thresholds. We can refer it back to the appropriate authority. Agency heads are the responsible authority, 
so we can refer the matter back to them to take appropriate action. We can refer it back and cooperatively investigate 
with them, and on a large number of applications we have done that. Alternatively, there are occasions on which we 
take the case on ourselves. Clearly, we cannot investigate every matter that comes through. If we refer a matter back 
to the responsible authorities for investigation, we tell them that they need to let us know when they have arrived at 
an outcome so that we can then look at the outcome for each matter that they have notified us of. In some cases, we 
will provide some further oversight of those matters and we will essentially be on their shoulder to thoroughly look 
at the degree to which they have investigated those matters and the outcome that they have arrived at. Even though 
we might not do the investigation using our extraordinary powers, we will keep close to what they are doing. 
[3.40 pm] 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I am interested in that response. How do people make these allegations? Do they write or 
phone? If they just phone in and say they know someone who has been corrupt and they have evidence against that 
person, what does the commission require of those people? I am interested in the member for Roe’s question. Most 
members of the public would not know how this works. 
Mr R. Warnes: A large number of the allegations are derived from the responsible authority. Government, chief 
executives and directors general are obligated to notify us when they have a suspicion of serious misconduct. We 
have found over recent years that an increasing number of allegations are coming from the public. Our statistics tell 
us that about 45 per cent, maybe close to 46 per cent, of allegations we receive come from members of the public. 
They will come in the form of a telephone call or an online disclosure through our online portals. Usually when they 
come through the phone, we question the person about the evidence and obviously the names of the people. We take 
as much detail as we can to allow our assessors to make a determination of whether it is a serious misconduct matter, 
a minor misconduct matter or there is just not enough evidence to substantiate it. We get a number of anonymous 
claims, and some of them are very vague. Again we will assess them, but the threshold is that we have to have some 
evidence that pushes us into a determination of investigation. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: The next part of my question is about the length of time. I get feedback that it seems to take an 
inordinate time for some of these inquiries to be looked at. I guess my question is about the resourcing of that. I notice 
on the next page of the Budget Statements there is an average time in days to complete an investigation, which for 
some reason in 2019–20 drops to 246 days from a budgeted amount of 350 days. That would tell me that is improving, 
but the feedback I get is that it is taking longer. That seems to contradict the information here. Does the commission 
feel it is resourced well enough to investigate the multitude of 5 700-odd allegations? 
Mr R. Warnes: I think as an agency we will say we never have enough resources to investigate every matter that 
comes through to us, which is why the current acting commissioner will look at the priorities we have with our limited 
resources and extraordinary powers. We have a time limit for what we try to commit to for any assessment we come 
through. There has been criticism sometimes, and our earlier reporting showed that we were taking longer to make 
our assessments. That is now back to our standard of 84 per cent within 28 days. Investigations can be complex or 
simple, so it is really difficult to set a specific time frame on them. The Department of Communities case that the 
member knows about is a very complex one using lots of financial information and lots of powers to determine what 
occurred. Other investigations can be simpler. The tactic of the commission could sometimes be to bring people in 
earlier for an examination to establish the facts. Sometimes it takes a long time collecting the information and other 
evidence before someone is brought in on examination. Some are easy and some are hard. On average, we try to make 
sure that we do things within 12 months. As the former commissioner has said, some cases, such as the Department 
of Communities investigation with Mr Whyte, will go for 18 months to two years. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I am curious about why the budget target has been put up from 246 days in the actual for 
2019–20 to 350 days in 2020–21. 
Mr R. Warnes: The budget targets always stay the same. The actual figure the member is quoting of 246 days is the 
actual that we realised. Sometimes that is because we get through investigations faster than we had planned through 
different means, but our budget target has always been around 350 days. We aim to investigate within 12 months. 
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Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: My question relates to cost of services on page 488. In the expenses column under 
accommodation, the budget accommodation figure for 2019–20 was $1.135 million and the actual was $2.404 million. 
How did that differential happen? I note for completeness that the actual figure looks more like the actual figure 
of 2018–19 than it does the budget figure of 2019–20. Why was that budget figure allocated in the first place and 
why is there such a differential between the budget figure and the actual? 

Mr R. Warnes: That probably relates to the earlier question about the decision for our lease costs not to be attributed 
against the Australian Accounting Standards Board leasing standard. Again, it is our government office costs as 
a rental expense rather than using them as an asset in accordance with that new leasing standard. It just reflects 
that drop. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Does that not indicate an increase in the actual cash cost of leasing? This is an income 
statement; this is not a financial position statement or anything like that. It is simply an income statement, so it is 
money in, money out, if you like. I just want clarification that there was not an increase in rent paid or accommodation 
costs more generally. 

Mr R. Warnes: I probably have to take the difference as supplementary, but the member can see that the rental 
cost in the cash flow statement in the out years remains pretty consistent. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Yes, that is why I want to see that particular figure. I would appreciate it if that could 
be provided as supplementary information, if the minister agrees to it. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes. 

The CHAIR: Mr Warnes, can you outline what you are going to provide as supplementary information? 

Mr R. Warnes: I am going to explain the accommodation costs associated with page 490 of the Budget Statements, 
and why in 2019–20 they are lower than the actual costs for 2019–20. 

[Supplementary Information No A29.] 

Ms A. SANDERSON: My question relates to significant issues impacting the agency on page 484 and the newly 
legislated powers to pursue unexplained wealth. Is the minister able to outline the value of the property seized 
under the new function to date? Can he give an update on how the operations are progressing? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: As the member recalls, in 2018 the McGowan government legislated to give the Corruption and 
Crime Commission the power to pursue unexplained wealth. The estimated value of property currently subject to 
freezing orders under the new unexplained wealth powers is $13.53 million. I believe there are some updates on 
two unexplained wealth matters, one involving Mr Paul Whyte. I will allow the chief executive, if he would be so 
kind, to perhaps expand on that and on those figures. 

[3.50 pm] 

Mr R. Warnes: As the member will know, Mr Whyte was charged with 530 corruption crimes, illegally gaining 
a benefit to himself and others to the amount of over $22 million. Assets were immediately restrained and frozen 
by the commission. On 21 October, the Supreme Court made a criminal benefits declaration against Mr Whyte 
arising from those charges. The criminal benefit acquired by Mr Whyte, to the exclusion of others who have also 
benefited, is assessed and declared at around $11 million. The assets we have now confiscated by court order in 
the Supreme Court and avoided having to go through litigation include one unencumbered property of Mr Whyte, 
and another encumbered property that Mr Whyte owned. The unencumbered property is worth $3 million. That is 
the Valuer-General’s pricing; it could be higher or lower. The encumbered property had an estimated value of 
$1.26 million. Again, it could be higher or lower, depending on when it goes to market. His interest in the government 
superannuation fund to the value of $1.4 million is in the process of being confiscated. His recent interest in his 
father’s deceased estate in Scarborough, and moneys in interests in horses have all been subject to a Supreme Court 
order. That is a rough estimate of around $4.6 million. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Apart from the actions against Mr Whyte, have there been any other recoveries? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I defer to Mr Warnes. 

Mr R. Warnes: In relation to Mr Whyte or to anyone else? 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Action against other than Mr Whyte. 

Mr R. Warnes: Last week, again through a Supreme Court order, we were able to deal with another matter. It was 
a matter that was referred to us by the Western Australia Police Force organised crime squad. It referred a matter 
of possible unexplained wealth at the conclusion of a criminal investigation that it undertook, which did not lead 
to criminal charges. We investigated whether three people subject to that work by the organised crime squad had 
acquired unexplained wealth. The assets were immediately frozen by the commission. Through our analysis, the 
investigation pointed out that they did have unexplained wealth, and on 19 October—so that is last week—without 
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the need to litigate again, the matter was resolved by the defendants accepting that they had unexplained wealth. 
Assets to the value of $630 000 have been settled and confiscated. That includes a Ferrari, another exotic car, luxury 
watches and cash to the value of nearly $100 000. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Without asking for specifics or in any way compromising your work, are we able to 
find out whether there are any other applications that are currently on foot that have not been resolved in this space, 
and whether there are any other live investigations; and, if so, how many? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will let Mr Warnes answer that. It is fairly sensitive. I have a briefing note on it, but 
Mr Warnes will explain it to you. 
Mr R. Warnes: The direct answer to the member’s question in terms of the number of ongoing investigations is 
that we have eight afoot at the moment. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Do you have any court applications that have not been resolved that are currently 
continuing? 
The CHAIR: Through the minister. 
Mr R. Warnes: Not with the court at this stage; no. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Okay. 
Mr R. Warnes: Sorry; if I could clarify that. 
The CHAIR: Yes, Mr Warnes. 
Mr R. Warnes: Is that in terms of applications to declare, as I have just explained the other two examples with 
Mr Whyte and the other matter? 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Yes. 
Mr R. Warnes: They are not at that point. We have got applications in hand. There is a freeze and one to take 
control of assets. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Fair enough, but that relates to those eight matters that are on foot? 
Mr R. Warnes: Yes. 
The appropriation was recommended. 
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