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Division 26: Corruption and Crime Commission, $29 883 000 — 
Mr S.J. Price, Chair. 

Mr J.R. Quigley, Attorney General. 

Mr J.R. McKechnie, QC, Commissioner. 

Mr R. Warnes, Chief Executive Officer. 

Miss L. Markussen, Ministerial Liaison Officer, Office of the Attorney General. 

Mr J. Lee, Principal Policy Adviser, Office of the Attorney General. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. 

It is the intention of the Chair to 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 only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 

The Attorney General 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 Attorney General 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 Attorney General’s cooperation in ensuring that it is 
delivered to the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. I caution members that if the Attorney General 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: I have a few questions around the accounts. Page 439 of budget paper No 2 shows 
a clear reduction in the cash assets held by the commission. Is there an explanation for that? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will ask Mr Warnes, the chief executive officer, to reply. 

Mr R. Warnes: The member is talking about the shift from about $9 million down to about $3.7 million over the 
period. That is a decrease due to the cash funding for our fit-out. As the member may know, we are moving to new 
premises in January–February next year. There is a decrease associated with the cash funding for our fit-out. That 
is about $3.1 million. There is a return of capital also from the commission to Treasury. That was associated with 
capital funding that we had for our case management system, which is quite an old system. We will be making 
application back to government when we have our business case right for funding associated with that. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Where are the new premises? 

Mr R. Warnes: They are in Northbridge. We are on the top floor of the old tax office building. Tax has consolidated 
to levels 1, 2 and 3. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: In relation to the case management system, funding was allocated to the CCC. That 
funding has been returned with an expectation that when a business case is presented, the CCC will get that funding 
or a portion of that funding back. Is that my understanding? 

Mr R. Warnes: We did not get funding specifically for the system. We had capital that we used for other capital 
needs in the organisation around our security provisions and our weapons—a whole range of capital goods that 
we have. We had some unexpended funds. The proposition that we are working on is to use those funds for our 
case management system. We are not sure whether what we were providing was enough. We had not concluded 
the business case, which we have to put to government, which will either use the funds we already have or make 
application for further funds. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I refer to the outcomes and key effectiveness indicators on page 440 of the budget papers—
perhaps the Attorney General can direct me if this question is appropriate—and the number of allegations received 
or the number of reports published in accordance with the Act. There have been many reports that the Shire of 
Carnarvon has been investigated but I cannot see a report saying that there has been an investigation. Could the 
Attorney General clarify whether there has been an investigation into the Shire of Carnarvon, if it is appropriate 
to ask? 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Wednesday, 20 September 2017] 

 p207b-212a 
Chair; Mr Peter Katsambanis; Mr John Quigley; Mr Vincent Catania; Mr Colin Barnett 

 [2] 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is a current operational matter that I do not want to report on at this stage. It is an 
ongoing matter. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: The Minister for Local Government, in answer to questions, has said that the CCC has 
cleared the Shire of Carnarvon. I wanted to clarify whether that is true. As the Attorney General said, there is an 
ongoing investigation. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will defer to the commissioner. 

Mr J.R. McKechnie: We received a number of allegations from everywhere. We have received a number of 
allegations in respect of public officers in the Shire of Carnarvon. Some of those have been resolved. Others are 
subject to continuing inquiry. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I have a similar area of inquiry generally. I was going to rely on page 441 of budget 
paper No 2, in particular the service and key efficiency indicator “Building public sector agency integrity and 
capacity to deal with misconduct”. As a result of inquiries by the commission into certain local government 
authorities and personnel and some of the reporting around that, is the commission satisfied that the local 
government sector has the capacity within it to deal with issues of misconduct? 

Mr J.R. McKechnie: No. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Given the answer that we have received from the commissioner, is there any proposal 
to government to provide some sort of capacity building to enable that sector to deal with misconduct or is it 
preferable that misconduct in the local government sector be directed primarily to the commission?  

[11.40 am] 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is really a question for the Minister for Local Government, but, quite clearly, there 
should be a capacity within local government to deal initially with allegations of misconduct that are happening 
on the premises. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Is it possible to seek comment through the Attorney General from the commissioner 
on how that capacity could be generated or built up, or why the commissioner even has the impression that the 
sector does not have that capacity at the moment? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will defer to the commissioner. 

Mr J.R. McKechnie: We received a number of allegations. I have not got the figures, but I can provide that, if 
the Attorney General wishes, as supplementary information. We received a number of allegations in respect of 
local government. Many of them were returned to local government to deal with and some were referred to the 
Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries. The department has limited resources and focuses 
upon, as I understand it, education and assistance, which is part of building capacity. However, I am disturbed by 
the inquiries we have done and other matters that I have seen that there is something essentially lacking in the 
understanding of roles and responsibilities and in some of the control measures in managing corruption risks in 
some local authorities. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Just hearing this obviously raises, amongst members of Parliament and the general 
public, some serious concern about public sector integrity, particularly in local government. I hear the 
Attorney General’s commentary that perhaps it is a matter for the Minister for Local Government to address in 
building capacity within that sector, be it in individual councils or the department, or both. Has there been any 
noticeable change within the Corruption and Crime Commission’s workload due to the amount of work it has had 
to do within state government agencies vis-a-vis local government agencies over the last few years? Has there 
been a notable shift in any of those patterns of investigation? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am advised that 550 allegations were received in respect of local government in 2016–17, 
but I have to defer to the commissioner for a comparison between that sector and the state government sector. 

Mr J.R. McKechnie: I prefer to provide an answer on the figures as supplementary information. I had them last 
night but I do not have them now. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: All right, although I think the gentleman behind the Attorney General can assist. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I could defer to Mr Warnes, who apparently has those figures to hand. 

Mr R. Warnes: Thank you, member. To give some context, last year we received 4 900-odd allegations from 
across the sector. Police represented about half of that. If I may, I will give the member the numbers. Last year, 
we received 2 637 minor misconduct and serious misconduct allegations from Western Australia Police. We 
received 550 from the Department of Local Government and Communities, as the Attorney General said, and 
325 in the previous year, so there has been an increase. Last year, we received 348 allegations from the 
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Department of Health, and 305 in the previous year, so there has been a slight increase. This year, we received 
232 allegations from the Department of Education, and 289 in the previous year, so again there has been a small 
change. We received 338 allegations from the Department of Corrective Services, as opposed to 247 in 2015–16. 
Across the rest of government—all the other smaller entities—in 2015–16 we received 532 allegations, and in the 
year just gone we received 769 allegations. That is an indication across government. The issues being brought to 
our attention are not from just local government. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Sure, but there is a significant increase in local government. Is the commissioner 
satisfied that his current powers enable him to properly investigate and/or refer any of those matters in relation to 
local government that come to the commission’s attention? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will defer to the commissioner. 

Mr J.R. McKechnie: Yes. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Does the Attorney General have enough financial resource to deal with it? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Once again, I defer to the commissioner. 

Mr J.R. McKechnie: The short answer is yes. Government and, ultimately, Parliament approves our budget and 
we have the opportunity, unlike others such as police, to choose. If we have more resources, we do more; if we 
have less resources, we do less. It should be said that overall, Western Australia is not a corrupt state. It has a good 
public service and good local authorities. In my two and a half years, I have seen no great evidence of systemic 
corruption. We will always, of course, get pockets of corruption, which is what we are dealing with. Overall, yes, 
I consider we have sufficient resources to manage what I see. If there were an occasion when we had a credible 
allegation of serious misconduct at a higher level affecting the body politic, we would put all our resources into 
that and defer other matters. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Based on the 550 allegations made against local government—I am sure the commission 
cannot investigate every single one because there are so many—what is the process if an allegation does not seem 
to be something that needs to be followed up, but there is some potential validity to that complaint or allegation? 
Does the commission push that back to the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries to, 
perhaps, use its powers to investigate what is happening at that local government? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes. I defer to the commissioner again, please. 

Mr J.R. McKechnie: Since the 2014–15 amendments—I forget which ones—the commission has jurisdiction in 
respect of only serious misconduct related to elected officials and serious misconduct in relation to employed 
officials. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Sorry; does that include police matters? 

Mr J.R. McKechnie: Yes, all minor misconduct in respect of police. In local government, elected officials come 
within our jurisdiction only if it is serious misconduct. If it is less serious, it is dealt with by the department through 
the Local Government Standards Panel and the State Administrative Tribunal, if appropriate. I do not want people 
to think there were 500 serious allegations. Every allegation has to be assessed and quite a lot of them are assessed 
as not within jurisdiction; they do not meet the threshold for serious misconduct. The rest will generally be returned 
to the local authority with a request to notify us of the outcome, but we might also advise the department, or the 
Public Sector Commission if it is within its jurisdiction—we are required to. We will select some for more intensive 
monitoring and review, and we are doing that particularly with police at the moment, and others we will fully 
investigate using all our resources, and members will have seen a couple of examples of that in the last year. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Does the Attorney General find that there is a movement from other departments to simply 
push it on the CCC to investigate and, I suppose, narrow down what is serious and what is not? There is a reluctance 
in departments to take up those investigations and, instead, push them onto the CCC to investigate. That is probably 
more of a statement. 
Mr J.R. McKechnie: It is a question of the departments. 
The CHAIR: Attorney General—sorry, commissioner. 
Mr J.R. McKechnie: He deferred it to me, I felt. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes. 
The CHAIR: Commissioner, thank you. 
Mr J.R. McKechnie: Thank you. It is a question of the departments. For some departments, it is not their core 
business. They do not do it very well. They tend to treat the investigations as human resource, which may be an 
appropriate thing. Other places, such as police, obviously, have very mature investigative facilities for it. So, it 
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depends on the department.  Yes, we are the cheap option for those that do not have it, but I do not regard it as 
a particular problem. 
[11.50 am] 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I refer to page 439 of the Budget Statements. The total appropriations for the agency 
are going down over the forward estimates by a significant amount for a small agency with a total appropriation 
of $30-odd million. I notice that in this financial year that will be covered through reserves, but in the out years it 
will not be covered and the commission is cutting its suit to fit its appropriations cloth. Will that have any 
significant impact on the number of investigations the commission can conduct? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I defer to Mr Warnes, the chief executive officer. 
Mr R. Warnes: I thank the Attorney General. I thank the member. The total appropriations have gone down in 
this financial year from 2016–17. We had some funding in the previous financial year to host a conference of all 
the integrity agencies as part of a rotation that happens every couple of years across Queensland, New South Wales 
and ourselves. We did not host that conference this year—New South Wales picked it up—so we returned the 
close to $1 million for that to consolidated revenue through the budget. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: It is a slight return of our GST money then. 
Mr R. Warnes: I will not comment on that, member. 
The other reduction is from expenditure review savings and workforce renewal policies of the previous 
government. That is our reduction of FTEs associated with those savings initiatives. Those savings have not come 
from our investigative capacity; they came from some restructuring that we did on how we assess notifications 
when they came in. We did a restructure, we found some efficiency, a change of practice, and we emphasised our 
process. Since the commissioner and I started, we have also made some changes around our executive support. 
We have lowered the number of support staff we needed in that particular area.  
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The spending changes in the out years for office accommodation save the commission 
money. Where is that saving coming from? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I defer to Mr Warnes on that question. 
Mr R. Warnes: Sorry; I am not sure which line item the member is talking about. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I refer to page 439, the heading “Spending Changes” and the line item 
“Office Accommodation” that has an allocation of $996 000 in the budget estimates for this year. It was explained 
that the commission is moving to new premises, but how has the reduction in the cost of office accommodation 
over the forward estimates of $783 000, $813 000 and $801 00 come about?  
Mr R. Warnes: Those savings come from needing less lease space. We have reduced our lease space by about 
1 000 square metres. We will be on a single floor rather than across six floors, as we currently are, so there is a lot 
of efficiency we can gain out of that. We have also had a reduction of our lease costs. We currently pay around 
$735 a square metre. Under the new arrangements, we will pay about $425 a square metre. That accommodation 
arrangement was set by the previous government. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I notice that for this year at least the full-time equivalent staff is not being reduced. 
Does the Attorney General expect any issues around the voluntary termination scheme or that any reduction in 
senior executive service will impact on the agency? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I defer to Mr Warnes. 
Mr R. Warnes: All officers within the commission are contract staff on fixed-term contracts. A natural churn 
occurs. In the budget papers we show that we have that FTE, but because of the churn that happens in our 
organisation, we usually run at about 120 FTE. There is always a delay in filling positions as people move on. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I refer to page 441 and public sector agency integrity. In particular, I raise the relationship 
between the Corruption and Crime Commission and the Public Sector Commission. The Labor government has 
set up an inquiry into some contracts during the time of the previous government under the Public Sector 
Management Act. I understand from media reports that an officer from the CCC has been seconded to that inquiry. 
I do not know whether that inquiry is proceeding. I am interested in any comments on the reason for that 
secondment, what that officer will be doing and what his lines of accountability and reporting will be. I am 
concerned about a potential overlap between the two agencies. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I would like to defer to the commissioner on that secondment. 
Mr J.R. McKechnie: Thank you. The secondment is for a number of reasons, including personal development. 
I was surprised that the CCC has a very broad legal practice, because it advises on all sorts of things, and this is 
a chance to give an officer a bit of a view of something else. The other reason is that in the event, which may well 
be very unlikely, that a reasonable suspicion of misconduct is formed, our officer would be available to advise the 
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inquiry, which is unfamiliar with our act, as to what might constitute suspicion of serious misconduct. The fact 
that an officer has been seconded to the inquiry does not mean that there is any serious misconduct at this stage. 
Until the inquiry is finished, no-one will know. But it should not be read as anything sinister or that there is 
anything in it. It is a mixture of a chance for an officer to gain experience and the chance for us, if there is anything, 
to be in there early, so that we can understand it rather than, as I have had previous experience of, being dumped 
with an inquiry and having to start afresh. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: There was a second element to that question; I will restate it slightly differently. If, for 
example, there were a situation of misconduct or serious misconduct or even corruption, who would that officer 
report to? 
Mr J.R. McKechnie: Me. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: While the inquiry is still continuing? 
Mr J.R. McKechnie: That is part of the arrangement. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Would the commissioner not see that as a compromise between the independence and 
integrity of the two agencies? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I defer to the commissioner. 
Mr J.R. McKechnie: No, I do not. It would be a cooperative matter between Mr Langoulant and me. But part of 
the arrangement is that that officer would report to us.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not know where this inquiry is, but would this officer be involved in questioning 
witnesses—for example, public servants? I imagine a number of public servants will give evidence to that inquiry. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I defer to the commissioner again. 
Mr J.R. McKechnie: No. I understand that the inquiry has appointed counsel and the lawyer from the CCC will 
not be involved in questioning people and has no plans to be involved. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I have one other question in this area that relates to page 441 and the organised crime 
function and to page 440 and the relationship to government goals. I recognise that there is no funding for the 
organised crime function under the powers pursuant to section 46 of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 
as explained in the notes on page 441, but the Parliament intends to give the commission new shared powers to 
pursue unexplained wealth. In the passage of that bill through this chamber, the Attorney General indicated that 
the commission could do that under its existing resources and he read out some information from the 
commissioner, so that is all well and good.  But given that the commissioner is here, I was wondering whether we 
could get some indication from the commissioner about his expectation over the next three-year period—the period 
that has been set for a review of these new powers, assuming the legislation is passed in the other place, which 
I am confident it will—of the type of unexplained wealth that may be targeted and the impact on the resources of 
the commission to do other work at the same time. Also, what level of recovery are we are looking at in relation 
to this new unexplained wealth function, remembering, of course, that it is the unexplained wealth of individuals 
who have not been convicted of a criminal offence around their gathering of that wealth? 
[12 noon] 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The member’s recollection is right: as a result of matters raised by the member in this chamber 
during the second reading debate, I wrote to the commission, and the commissioner gave a response about the 
commission’s capacity within its current resources to take on unexplained wealth investigations. But the member’s 
question goes a little further than that, so I will defer to the commissioner to explain those additional matters. 
Mr J.R. McKechnie: I spent 16 years as a judge doing, amongst other things, a lot of criminal work. That showed 
me the pervasive damage done to the community through methamphetamine. I regard it—I think the previous 
government and the present government regard it—as a significant problem for the state. The unexplained wealth 
powers, if they are given to the commission by Parliament, will be used really as another disruptive tool in the 
methamphetamine trade. They may also be used for corruption purposes, which is why they were developed in 
Hong Kong originally, but principally for mid-level dealers—I am sorry, Attorney General, but not the Mr Bigs; 
the Mr Bigs do not live here—they will be a disruption tool in the distribution. People commit that sort of crime 
for gain, and if we can disrupt the gain, we disrupt the trade in some part. It is our proposal that we will take advice 
from others who know about it—like WA Police, the Australian Federal Police and others—to select targets. It is 
my hope that very few of them will end up in court—that they will settle. The return of funds to the state I cannot 
estimate, and in my view that is a by-product. The main purpose is disruption and deterrence. 
As to the opportunities and impact on investigations, of course we will rearrange our priorities as needed, as we 
do now. If there was a significant matter of alleged corruption, particularly at a high level, we would, as I said 
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earlier, stay our hand on other matters to deal with that. There will be fewer investigations into corruption 
corresponded by an increase in investigations into unexplained wealth, but our priority will always be corruption. 
The appropriation was recommended. 
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