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THIS REPORT
This Annual Report is made pursuant to section 203 of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct
Act 2003 (WA) (the CCM Act) and deals with the activities of the office of the Parliamentary
Inspector generally during the 2020-2021 year.
THE OFFICE OF PARLIAMENTARY INSPECTOR
The primary responsibilities of the Parliamentary Inspector as an officer of the Parliament of
Western Australia are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

to oversee the activities of the Corruption and Crime Commission (Commission) and its
officers;
to keep the Parliament informed of material issues concerning the operation of the
Commission;
to deal with misconduct on the part of the Commission and its officers;
to assess the effectiveness and appropriateness of the Commission’s procedures;
to keep the Parliament informed about problems concerning the exercise of my functions
and powers under the CCM Act, and
to assist the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission
(JSCCCC) to perform its functions.

This is my first Annual Report as Parliamentary Inspector. I commenced in the role during the
reporting period, on 23 November 2020.
For the first four to five months of the reporting period, the Parliamentary Inspector’s statutory
functions were therefore exercised by two Acting Parliamentary Inspectors. I thank the Hon John
Chaney SC and Matthew Howard SC for supporting the work of the office during that period.
In conducting the work of the office, I am most ably supported by my Principal Advisor, Sarah
Burnside. I also receive administrative support from the Department of Justice.
The 2020-2021 financial year was a busy period for the office, as discussed below. I met with the
Commission on multiple occasions to discuss specific complaints or to refine my understanding
of its procedures, and I have been grateful for the assistance provided by the Commission and its
officers in this regard.
I also attended the Meeting of Inspectors, Parliamentary Commissioners and Reviewers in
Canberra on 20 May 2021. The discussion was instructive, and it was useful to hear from bodies
in other Australian jurisdictions which also audit and scrutinise integrity agencies.
THE WORKLOAD OF THE OFFICE
My office undertook 98 new matters during the reporting period and finalised 74 matters. During
the previous reporting period, the office undertook 57 matters and finalised 57 matters.
Of the matters finalised during the 2020-2021 financial year, 69 were commenced in the
reporting period and five were from the previous reporting period.
As is evident from the information contained in this report, the 2020-2021 financial year saw an
increase in investigations/cases. Notably, there has been an increase in complaints received from
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members of the public. This increase may be attributable to the addition of a new paragraph in
letters from the Commission to complainants, as outlined below.
The CCM Act gives the Parliamentary Inspector several functions, one of which is to assess the
effectiveness and appropriateness of the Commission’s procedures pursuant to section 195(1)(c).
One way in which this function is discharged is by receiving complaints from members of the
public who are dissatisfied by the manner in which the Commission has dealt with allegations of
serious misconduct or corruption made by them. In those situations, the Parliamentary Inspector
obtains the Commission’s file and assesses the procedures used by the Commission.
Upon commencing in my role in November 2020 I had some concerns about a lack of public
awareness of my functions under the CCM Act, which meant that potential complainants were
sometimes unaware of their ability to raise an issue with my office. I have on occasion received
complaints relating to decisions made by the Commission many years previously, which were
not raised with the Parliamentary Inspector at the time because the complainant was simply not
aware that the office existed. In order to allow me to more broadly assess the effectiveness and
appropriateness of the Commission’s procedures pursuant to section 195(1)(c) of the CCM Act, I
therefore requested that the Commission advise complainants of the existence of my office as a
matter of course.
The Commission agreed to this proposal. As of 1 January 2021, it now includes a brief paragraph
in all its closing letters advising complainants of their right to contact the Parliamentary Inspector
if dissatisfied with the Commission’s conclusions. The text is as follows:
If you believe there is additional information the Commission has not considered please provide
the information or advise the Commission of its nature as soon as possible. You can email this
information to the Commission at info@ccc.wa.gov.au, please ensure you add the Commission
file number in the title of your email.
If you have no further information but are unhappy with the Commission's decision, you can
contact the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission and request that he
assess the effectiveness and appropriateness of the Commission's procedures in this instance. The
Parliamentary Inspector is not empowered to overturn the Commission's decision, but he may
make recommendations to the Commission and may investigate any aspect of the Commission's
operations or the conduct of its officers.
The contact details are as follows:
Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission
PO Box 5817, Perth St Georges Terrace
PERTH WA 6831
Email: piccc@piccc.wa.gov.au

Thus far, the increase in complaints received has been manageable by my office within its
current resourcing. I am monitoring the situation closely and will take necessary action if the
volume of complaints becomes unwieldy.
The investigative work undertaken
During the reporting period, 65% of the work of the office was devoted to my investigative
function. The nature and the number of matters undertaken by the office were:
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•

Allegations made against a Commission officer received by the Commission, about
which the Parliamentary Inspector’s office was notified, in accordance with a protocol
agreed between the two agencies, under section 196(4) of the CCM Act, numbered 24.
This was 16 more than during the previous financial year.
The Commission takes an appropriately broad view of the types of matters required to be
disclosed to my office pursuant to section 196(4) and our protocol, and I welcome these
notifications.

•

Complaints about some aspect of the Commission’s assessment of complaints of
misconduct to it numbered 59. This was 26 more than during the previous reporting
period. The majority of these complaints were made as a result of a complainant’s
dissatisfaction with the conclusion reached by the Commission that it had been unable to
form a reasonable suspicion of serious misconduct.

•

Matters referred to my office by the Joint Standing Committee under section 195(2)(d) of
the CCM Act numbered three. This was one more than during the previous reporting
period.

•

Miscellaneous matters numbered twelve. These included matters taken up by me under
section 195(2)(a) of the CCM Act and correspondence which inquired as to the scope of
my powers, brought an issue to my attention or sought my advice as to how to make a
complaint. This miscellaneous category also included matters which were determined
after preliminary investigation to be outside my jurisdiction, whether because a person
had not yet made an allegation of serious misconduct to the Commission or because the
subject matter of their correspondence was not capable of giving rise to such an
allegation.

The audit work undertaken
My functions include auditing the operation of the CCM Act as well as auditing the
Commission’s operations to determine if they comply with the laws of the State, and auditing the
Commission’s operations conducted under the CCM Act. These audits are conducted in two
principal ways: in the assessment and investigation of complaints made about Commission
activities, and when the office audits the Commission’s records on a quarterly basis. During the
reporting period 35% of the office’s work was devoted to my audit function.
Reports tabled with the Parliament or the Joint Standing Committee
No reports were tabled during the 2020-2021 financial year, however I ensured that the JSCCCC
was kept well informed of matters relating to my office during this period. I wrote to the
Committee on five occasions during the reporting period on matters relating to my work as
Parliamentary Inspector.
Cases during the 2020-21 Reporting Period
During this reporting period, and in the context of assessing the procedures used by the
Commission, the office has handled cases raising a variety of legal and social issues. The work of
the office is diverse, reflecting the breadth of the Commission’s jurisdiction regarding serious
misconduct by public officers. I have had occasion to consider complaints that relate to local
governments, government departments, universities, the police, and the Commission itself. To
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give an indication of some of the issues dealt with by the office I have included anonymised
summaries of two of the cases that occupied my time over the past year.
Case 1: Mistaken Identity and Arrest under the Criminal Investigation Act 2006
This case was referred to my office by the JSCCCC, which received correspondence from the
complainant in connection with its Inquiry into the Corruption and Crime Commission’s
oversight of police misconduct investigations, particularly allegations of excessive use of force.
The complainant in this matter was at the relevant time 51 years old. She has severe arthritis, for
which she requires the assistance of walking aids or a motorised scooter, and she is in receipt of
the disability pension. On 23 March 2020 she was arrested for stealing a few boxes of hair dye
from a local pharmacy.
The two officers who arrested the complainant did so on the basis of an anonymous tip-off as to
the suspect’s name and address and having compared CCTV stills from the day of the theft to a
picture of the complainant’s driver’s licence at the police station. The CCTV stills were
contained in a case file, which was inadvertently left at the station instead of being brought to the
complainant’s premises. Therefore, when the officers met the complainant, they were not able to
compare her appearance to the CCTV stills while at her place of residence. Had they been able to
do so, they would in my view have immediately become aware that the complainant could not be
the person captured by the CCTV, and would not have arrested her. The complainant was of a
different physique to the woman in the CCTV stills and she used a mobility scooter rather than a
wheelchair. Further, the suspect in the stills was an amputee whereas the complainant had both of
her legs.
The complainant was taken to the police station in the rear unit of a police vehicle, which was
very uncomfortable for her given her disability. Upon her arrival at the station it quickly became
apparent to the officers that she was not the person captured in the CCTV stills from the
pharmacy. The officers then transported the complainant home, again in the rear unit of the
police vehicle. She received an apology but was left profoundly shaken by the incident, is in fear
of the police, and is still receiving counselling as a result. She also suffered a shoulder injury in
entering and exiting the rear unit of the vehicle. I understand that the police have recently
undertaken to reimburse her for her out of pocket medical expenses, but I am not aware whether
this has occurred.
Prior to being placed in the police vehicle, the complainant was arrested without a warrant
pursuant to section 128(2) of the Criminal Investigation Act 2006 (CIA), which provides that an
officer may arrest a person in respect of a ‘serious offence’ if he or she ‘reasonably suspects that
the person has committed, is committing, or is just about to commit, the offence’. Section 128(1)
of the CIA defines ‘serious offence’ to mean, among other things, an offence in respect of which
the statutory penalty is or includes imprisonment for five years or more. Where an offence does
not meet the definition of ‘serious offence’ in section 128(1), an officer may only arrest a person
without a warrant in the circumstances outlined in section 128(3). None of these circumstances
were applicable to the complainant, so her arrest could only have been lawful if the relevant
offence was ‘serious’ within the definition in section 128(1) and if the arresting officers
reasonably suspected her of committing it.
As regards the question of seriousness, I acknowledge that the offence of stealing in section 378
of The Criminal Code carries a penalty of seven years, but in this instance it would be fanciful to
propose that the arresting officers thought there was even a remote possibility that anyone would
be sentenced to five years’ imprisonment for the theft of several boxes of hair dye. No reasonable
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person could have thought such an outcome likely. I was also concerned that the arrest had been
made on the basis of inadequate information. Section 4 of the CIA provides that ‘a person
reasonably suspects something at a relevant time if he or she personally has grounds at the time
for suspecting the thing and those grounds (even if they are subsequently found to be false or
non-existent), when judged objectively, are reasonable’. If the arresting officers had brought the
case file to the complainant’s place of residence, she would not have been arrested due to the
obvious physical differences between her and the suspect. In my view a reasonable observer
would conclude that, once the arresting officers realised that they were not in possession of the
case file, they should have returned to the police station, which was some two minutes away, to
retrieve the file and thereby ensure that their suspicions were well-founded. There was no
urgency that compelled them to arrest the complainant then and there.
On 16 December 2020 I wrote to the Commission to express my view that the complainant’s
arrest had been unlawful on the basis that the officers could not have ‘reasonably suspected’ the
complainant of committing an offence and that the offence for which she was arrested could not
be considered ‘serious’. I suggested that there were grounds for concluding that the two officers
involved should be charged with unlawful arrest. The Commission and I exchanged
correspondence on this matter over several months, during the course of which the Commission
advised that it does not share my view. It considers that the arrest was lawful on the basis that the
officers reasonably suspected the complainant of committing the offence and that the offence of
stealing is ‘serious’ in accordance with section 128(1) of the CIA given it carries a statutory
penalty of seven years’ imprisonment under section 378 of The Criminal Code.
In its communications to me, the Commission emphasised that the term ‘serious offence’ is
clearly defined under section 128(1)(a) of the CIA and that this definition includes the offence of
stealing. It also outlined its view that while factors such as the value of items allegedly stolen
may be relevant to the exercise of an officer's discretion to exercise a power to arrest, those
factors do not determine whether a legal power to arrest exists. The Commission noted further
that, having established that the powers of arrest were enlivened for an offence of stealing, the
issue was whether the police officers who arrested the complainant could reasonably have
suspected that she committed the offence of stealing. Taking into account the information known
by the arresting officers at the time of the arrest, the Commission concluded that the officers had
reasonable grounds upon which to suspect the complainant had committed the stealing offence.
While maintaining that the arrest was lawful, the Commission noted that the powers of arrest
under section 128(2) of the CIA are discretionary, and the question of whether the exercise of the
officers’ discretion was appropriate is a separate issue. In this instance, the Commission
concluded that while the arrest of the complainant was not unlawful on the basis that the offence
of stealing is a ‘serious offence’ which triggered the powers of arrest under section 128(2) of the
CIA, the officers’ conduct in arresting the complainant five days after allegedly stealing hair
products of minimal value was oppressive. As such, the Commission concluded that this conduct
constituted reviewable police action under section 3 of the CCM Act.
Having unsuccessfully recommended that the Commission reconsider its approach, my role as
Parliamentary Inspector in this matter has reached its end. However, I remain concerned about
the poor treatment the complainant received in the present instance and the impact it has had on
her, notwithstanding that the officers concerned were subject to disciplinary action. In addition, I
consider that the conclusions reached by the police and the Commission have broader, and
disturbing, implications. That is, it appears to be assumed that any charge of stealing under
section 378 of The Criminal Code, no matter how trivial, is to be considered ‘serious’ under the
definition set out in section 128(1)(a) of the CIA and in turn to authorise arrest without a warrant
in accordance with section 128(2). Presumably, this will be so even if the item taken has a value
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of only a few dollars such as a chocolate bar taken from a shop. This conclusion is troubling
given the breadth of items that could conceivably be stolen and the wide variation in the degree
of culpability involved, a complexity which is reflected in the terms of section 426 of The
Criminal Code.
Prior to tabling this report, I wrote to the Commission and to the Commissioner of Police, giving
each of them an opportunity to make representations pursuant to section 200 of the CCM Act,
generously defined. The Commissioner of Police declined to make a submission. The
Commission’s submission reiterated its position as to the lawfulness of the complainant’s arrest,
notwithstanding that the arresting officers’ conduct constituted reviewable police action, as set
out above.
I appreciate the forthcoming way the Commission has engaged with me but this remains a matter
on which I respectfully disagree with its conclusion. Ultimately this is an issue that goes beyond
both my office and the Commission and relates to the broader subject of police powers of arrest
in Western Australia. Relevantly, I note that two other complaints that have come before me
during the reporting period also include instances when a complainant was arrested in
circumstances where it was not clear that an arrest, as distinct from a summons, was at all
necessary. This is concerning given the significance of police powers of arrest and the need for
them to be used only where strictly required.
Accordingly, I have formed the view that a change to the law in this area is desirable. On 2 June
2021 I wrote in some detail to the Attorney General to request that he consider amending the
Criminal Investigation Act 2006 provisions relating to police powers of arrest without a warrant.
On 7 September 2021 the Attorney General wrote to me to advise that my correspondence had
been forwarded to the Minister for Police for his consideration and that he had advised the
Minister for Police that he had instructed his Department to assist in the event that the Minister
decides to consider possible amendments to the CIA. At the time of writing this report I have not
received a substantive response to the proposals in my letter.
Case 2: Referral to appropriate authority for action
The second case relates to an allegation of corrupt behaviour by an officer within a government
department. Although the allegation itself was ultimately found to be without substance, the
series of events following my receipt of the complaint usefully illustrates my function in
assessing the effectiveness and appropriateness of the Commission’s procedures.
When the Commission receives an allegation of serious misconduct, it is required to assess the
allegation, form an opinion and make a decision under section 33 of the CCM Act that it
considers appropriate in the circumstances. Pursuant to section 33(1)(c), the Commission may
refer an allegation to an independent agency or appropriate authority for action. Section 40(1)
provides that the appropriate authority must prepare a detailed report of the action taken in
relation to the allegation.
In this case, the Commission received the allegation, assessed it and referred the matter to the
relevant government department for action pursuant to section 33(1)(c). It also wrote to the
complainant to advise that the matter was now being dealt with by the department and all
inquiries about the matter should be referred to the department. The department did not write to
the complainant to advise that it was conducting an investigation, and also provided no update as
to any outcome.
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Accordingly, the complainant contacted my office over a year later to advise that it was still
unclear whether the allegation had been investigated at all.
I then obtained access to the Commission’s file and considered it. The file demonstrated that the
Commission had requested an investigation report from the department and had been provided
with a short document which stated that the complaint had been shown to be baseless. A ‘report’
consisting of four bullet points was provided a month later. It did not seem possible to determine
with any certainty whether the actions taken by the department had been sufficient. In view of
this I was concerned to note that the responses provided by the department appeared to have been
accepted as adequate, with the matter regarded as closed by the Commission.
I wrote to the Commission to express my concerns. In my letter, I outlined my view that the
provisions in the CCM Act that allow the Commission to refer allegations to appropriate
authorities for investigation, with or without the Commission’s involvement, serve two major
purposes. First, these provisions recognise that it is simply not feasible for the Commission to
investigate each allegation that comes before it. Second, the provisions allow officers of
appropriate authorities to become involved in addressing allegations of serious misconduct, thus
imparting to those officers the skills necessary to conduct an investigation under the CCM Act. I
noted that where a seemingly inadequate investigation is accepted by the Commission, neither of
these purposes is met. In this case I requested that the Commission conduct a review of the action
taken by the department under section 41 of the CCM Act.
The Commission responded constructively. I met with the Acting Commissioner later that month
to discuss the matter, and the following day I received a letter formally advising me that a section
41 review was to be conducted. This review is now complete, and it is clear that it was thorough
and substantive. The Commission has concluded that notwithstanding some deficiencies in the
department’s approach, its investigation was sufficient and the conclusions it drew were open to
it on the evidence. Importantly, it has drawn these deficiencies to the department’s attention. The
Commissioner has also advised that the Commission has implemented some improvements to its
closure process for matters referred for action pursuant to section 33(1)(c) of the CCM Act. I
consider this a satisfactory resolution of the issue.
General issues
Outcomes Letters from the Commission and Restrictions on Disclosure in the CCM Act
As noted previously in this report, the Commission is required to assess all allegations of serious
misconduct that it receives and then determine what action to take under section 33 of the CCM
Act. This section provides that the Commission may investigate the allegation (either on its own
or in cooperation with an independent agency or appropriate authority), may refer the allegation
to an independent agency or appropriate authority, or may take no action.
Where the Commission determines that it will take no action in response to an allegation a
person has made, or where it has investigated an allegation and not been able to substantiate it, it
will write to the person and advise that the matter is closed and no further action will be taken.
Observations on the paucity of information provided in these letters have been made in several
previous Annual Reports of this office prior to my term as Parliamentary Inspector, but the point
bears repeating.
The outcomes letters I have seen in the course of my work will often contain very little specific
detail. Instead, they provide some general information about the definition of
‘serious misconduct’ and advise the complainant that it has not been possible to form a
Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission
Annual Report for the year ended 30 June 2021
Page 8

Page 9

reasonable suspicion of serious misconduct in relation to the allegation or allegations made. On
receiving a letter such as this, some people will be motivated to contact my office and make a
complaint. In my experience, complainants may be confused and disheartened by the response
they receive, concerned that their allegation may not have been properly considered, or frankly
offended that the often lengthy materials supplied by them to support their allegation have
received only a brief response.
Once I have obtained and read the Commission’s file, if I take the view that its procedures have
been effective and appropriate and its conclusions were open to it on the facts, then as a matter of
practice I write to the complainant in question. In my letter I endeavour to explain this to the
aggrieved complainant as best I can within the constraints imposed by the disclosure
requirements in the CCM Act, which are discussed further below. Occasionally, and without
giving legal advice to a complainant, I will provide a brief explanation of matters that are
relevant to their case in order to provide context to the Commission’s decision.
I acknowledge that the Commission receives thousands of communications each year from
members of the public. Its Annual Report for the 2019-2020 financial year noted that the
Commission had assessed 5,743 allegations during that reporting period. Clearly it would not be
possible to provide fulsome explanations of each decision not to take action pursuant to section
33(1)(d). However, it seems to me that slightly more detailed letters from the Commission,
responding to the specific information provided to it, would be welcomed by complainants.
When I have raised this issue with the Commission, it has advised that its ability to inform
complainants of the reasons for its decisions is limited by the restrictions on disclosure contained
in Part 9 of the CCM Act. The restrictions are stringent. For instance, the Act limits the occasions
when a relevant person may disclose ‘official information’, which it defines as ‘information
acquired by the person by reason of, or in the course of, the performance of the person’s
functions under this Act’. No exception is made for communicating with a person about a
complaint they have made, although the Commission can disclose official information when it
has certified that disclosure is necessary in the public interest. I am, as noted above, subject to
similar disclosure restrictions set out in Part 13, Division 4.
Although I appreciate the need for confidentiality in the context of allegations of serious
misconduct or corruption, I am concerned that the limited information provided to complainants
tends to adversely impact on their faith in the process by which such allegations are handled in
Western Australia. I understand that a review of the CCM Act is in progress and I intend to make
a submission to that review about the Act’s restrictions on disclosure.
Body Worn Cameras
The Commission’s jurisdiction, and therefore my own, encompasses serious misconduct by all
Western Australian public officers. The Commission has a particular focus on police officers due
to the definition of ‘serious misconduct’ in the CCM Act which provides that all police
misconduct is classified as ‘serious’ and therefore falls within the Commission’s remit. Since
commencing in the role of Parliamentary Inspector, several matters have come before me relating
to complaints by individuals who allege that they were wrongfully arrested or otherwise poorly
treated by police.
I have found the use of body worn cameras to be of great assistance in identifying potential
misconduct by police officers, as well as in rebutting such allegations. In Western Australia,
body worn cameras begin recording as soon as a firearm is removed from an officer’s holster.
Indeed, each body worn camera in the vicinity will begin recording. However, the activation of a
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body worn camera is otherwise left to the individual officer’s discretion. It would seem that there
is potential to expand the existing use of body worn cameras so that they begin recording when a
taser is used, and/or when a direction is given to a police dog given that both of these can cause
great harm to a person but there is not always a record of their deployment. I note, relevantly,
that I have received two complaints that relate to the use of police dogs during the reporting
period, and I am cognisant of the injuries that can be inflicted by even a highly trained animal.
Several of the complaints which I considered in the exercise of my functions under section
195(1)(c) of the CCM Act would have been more easily resolved if body worn camera footage
had been available. For example, I would have been greatly assisted by footage in one matter that
concerned serious allegations about a police officer’s conduct. The complainant and the officer
provided diametrically opposed versions of the relevant events and, although the allegations were
concerning, there was no way to verify either the complainant’s or the officer’s account. In this
instance, the officer turned on his body worn camera just as the encounter ended, so there was no
record of the interaction itself.
On 15 January 2021 I wrote to the Commissioner of Police to commend him on the
implementation of the Body Worn Camera Project and to ask whether it was possible to increase
the use of this technology. In doing so, I referred to the above incident as an example of the
efficacy of body worn cameras. In particular, I asked whether it would be possible to mandate
that cameras be activated whenever an officer began interacting with a member of the public in
circumstances where it might be reasonably expected that emotions could become heightened. In
the alternative, I asked whether it would be possible to require that officers carrying out police
functions in areas that tend to attract complaints routinely switch on their body worn cameras.
On 8 February 2021, I received a response from the Commissioner of Police. His letter set out
the WA Police Force policy pertaining to body worn cameras, noting that the policy aligns with
other Australian policing jurisdictions nationally and with best practice. He also observed that the
current approach takes account of numerous factors, including concerns about invading the
privacy of members of the public and making it less likely for people to feel comfortable sharing
intelligence with the police. Currently, the discretion whether to activate a body worn camera is
among the decisions an on-duty officer is trusted to make in determining how to respond to a
given situation.
I appreciate the points made by the Commissioner of Police, and I also understand that recording,
storing and viewing footage is a very resource intense process. However, I remain of the view
that increased use of body worn cameras would ultimately assist both the police and the
Commission, as well as my office. Indeed, my understanding is that in Victoria and Queensland,
police officers are expected to deploy these cameras whenever they are exercising any police power.
Recommendations relating to the Office of the Parliamentary Inspector
One of the recommendations from the September 2020 JSCCCC report entitled If not the
CCC…then where? concerned my office. This was Recommendation 11, which related to the
need to ensure that the office was sufficiently resourced to provide services that are culturally
appropriate and accessible for Aboriginal people. In furtherance of this aim, my Principal
Advisor and I have completed the Public Sector Commission’s Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander cultural awareness program, which is endorsed by the Aboriginal Advisory Council of
Western Australia. We have also completed face-to-face cultural awareness training conducted
by practitioners at Curtin University.
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Auditing of the Commission’s records
Between 2008 and 2018 the Office of the Parliamentary Inspector conducted audits of the
Commission’s operational and related documents on a quarterly basis by having the
Parliamentary Inspector’s professional assistant attend the Commission to examine the
documents and maintain audit-related statistics. In his Annual Report for the 2018-2019 financial
year, my predecessor the late Hon Michael Murray AM QC informed the Parliament that he had
instituted a new procedure, with the agreement of the Commission, whereby the auditable
documents were delivered securely to his office. This approach has continued since that time and
I appreciate the Commission’s assistance with the audit each quarter.
Additional reporting requirements 2020-21
Record-keeping by the PICCC
The office complies with section 19 of the State Records Act 2000 which requires every State
Organisation to have a record-keeping plan approved by the State Records Commission and that
the organisation and its employees comply with that plan. The current record-keeping plan was
approved on 10 March 2016 and has recently been reviewed, and an amended plan is due by
30 November 2021. The office utilises the Department of Justice’s Electronic Document and
Records Management Systems (EDRMS) database as its official record-keeping system for
administrative files. Investigation files and audit files are not currently captured or stored on
EDRMS. This is because of the confidential nature of the information contained within these
files. The office has a register of audit files and this register is maintained on a secure server.
Occupational safety, health and injury management and the National Strategic Plan for
Asbestos Awareness and Management 2019-2023
The office has experienced no workplace fatalities, injuries or lost work time due to injury during
the reporting period. Nor, to the best of my knowledge, did any of these occur during the two
prior years. The office has a very low risk of injury and occupational health and safety training
have not been required. Reporting on progress under the National Strategic Plan for Asbestos
Awareness and Management 2019-2023 is undertaken by the Department of Justice on the
office’s behalf.
WA Multicultural Policy Framework
Owing to the small size of the office, no multicultural plan has been submitted for the 2020–21
financial year.
Compliance with public sector standards and ethical codes
The office is not an office in the public service but complies with public sector standards. Ethical
conduct and integrity are fundamental to the work of the office.
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Auditor General
INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S OPINION
2021
Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission

To the Parliament of Western Australia

Report on the audit of the financial statements
Opinion
I have audited the financial statements of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and
Crime Commission which comprise:
•

the Statement of Financial Position at 30 June 2021, and the Statement of Comprehensive
Income, Statement of Changes in Equity, Statement of Cash Flows and Summary of
Consolidated Appropriations for the year then ended

•

Notes comprising a summary of significant accounting policies and other explanatory
information.

In my opinion, the financial statements are:
•

based on proper accounts and present fairly, in all material respects, the operating results
and cash flows of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission for
the year ended 30 June 2021 and the financial position at the end of that period

•

in accordance with Australian Accounting Standards, the Financial Management Act 2006
and the Treasurer’s Instructions.

Basis for opinion
I conducted my audit in accordance with the Australian Auditing Standards. My responsibilities
under those standards are further described in the Auditor’s responsibilities for the audit of the
financial statements section of my report.
I am independent of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission in
accordance with the Auditor General Act 2006 and the relevant ethical requirements of the
Accounting Professional & Ethical Standards Board’s APES 110 Code of Ethics for Professional
Accountants (including Independence Standards) (the Code) that are relevant to my audit of the
financial statements. I have also fulfilled my other ethical responsibilities in accordance with the
Code.
I believe that the audit evidence I have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis
for my opinion.

7th Floor Albert Facey House 469 Wellington Street Perth MAIL TO: Perth BC PO Box 8489 Perth WA 6849 TEL: 08 6557 7500
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Responsibilities of the Parliamentary Inspector for the financial statements
The Parliamentary Inspector is responsible for:
•

keeping proper accounts

•

preparation and fair presentation of the financial statements in accordance with Australian
Accounting Standards, the Financial Management Act 2006 and the Treasurer’s
Instructions

•

such internal control as it determines is necessary to enable the preparation of financial
statements that are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error.

In preparing the financial statements, the Parliamentary Inspector is responsible for:
•

assessing the entity’s ability to continue as a going concern

•

disclosing, as applicable, matters related to going concern

•

using the going concern basis of accounting unless the Western Australian Government
has made policy or funding decisions affecting the continued existence of the
Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission.

Auditor’s responsibilities for the audit of the financial statements
As required by the Auditor General Act 2006, my responsibility is to express an opinion on the
financial statements. The objectives of my audit are to obtain reasonable assurance about
whether the financial statements as a whole are free from material misstatement, whether due to
fraud or error, and to issue an auditor’s report that includes my opinion. Reasonable assurance is
a high level of assurance, but is not a guarantee that an audit conducted in accordance with
Australian Auditing Standards will always detect a material misstatement when it exists.
Misstatements can arise from fraud or error and are considered material if, individually or in the
aggregate, they could reasonably be expected to influence the economic decisions of users
taken on the basis of the financial statements. The risk of not detecting a material misstatement
resulting from fraud is higher than for one resulting from error, as fraud may involve collusion,
forgery, intentional omissions, misrepresentations or the override of internal control.
A further description of my responsibilities for the audit of the financial statements is located on
the Auditing and Assurance Standards Board website. This description forms part of my auditor’s
report and can be found at https://www.auasb.gov.au/auditors_responsibilities/ar4.pdf.

Report on the audit of controls
Opinion
I have undertaken a reasonable assurance engagement on the design and implementation of
controls exercised by the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission. The
controls exercised by the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission are
those policies and procedures established by the Parliamentary Inspector to ensure that the
receipt, expenditure and investment of money, the acquisition and disposal of property, and the
incurring of liabilities have been in accordance with legislative provisions (the overall control
objectives).
My opinion has been formed on the basis of the matters outlined in this report.
In my opinion, in all material respects, the controls exercised by the Parliamentary Inspector of
the Corruption and Crime Commission are sufficiently adequate to provide reasonable assurance
that the receipt, expenditure and investment of money, the acquisition and disposal of property
and the incurring of liabilities have been in accordance with legislative provisions during the year
ended 30 June 2021.
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The Parliamentary Inspector’s responsibilities
The Parliamentary Inspector is responsible for designing, implementing and maintaining controls
to ensure that the receipt, expenditure and investment of money, the acquisition and disposal of
property and the incurring of liabilities are in accordance with the Financial Management Act
2006, the Treasurer’s Instructions and other relevant written law.

Auditor General’s responsibilities
As required by the Auditor General Act 2006, my responsibility as an assurance practitioner is to
express an opinion on the suitability of the design of the controls to achieve the overall control
objectives and the implementation of the controls as designed. I conducted my engagement in
accordance with Standard on Assurance Engagements ASAE 3150 Assurance Engagements on
Controls issued by the Australian Auditing and Assurance Standards Board. That standard
requires that I comply with relevant ethical requirements and plan and perform my procedures to
obtain reasonable assurance about whether, in all material respects, the controls are suitably
designed to achieve the overall control objectives and were implemented as designed.
An assurance engagement involves performing procedures to obtain evidence about the
suitability of the controls design to achieve the overall control objectives and the implementation
of those controls. The procedures selected depend on my judgement, including an assessment
of the risks that controls are not suitably designed or implemented as designed. My procedures
included testing the implementation of those controls that I consider necessary to achieve the
overall control objectives.
I believe that the evidence I have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for my
opinion.

Limitations of controls
Because of the inherent limitations of any internal control structure, it is possible that, even if the
controls are suitably designed and implemented as designed, once in operation, the overall
control objectives may not be achieved so that fraud, error or non-compliance with laws and
regulations may occur and not be detected. Any projection of the outcome of the evaluation of
the suitability of the design of controls to future periods is subject to the risk that the controls may
become unsuitable because of changes in conditions.

Report on the audit of the key performance indicators
Opinion
I have undertaken a reasonable assurance engagement on the key performance indicators of the
Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission for the year ended 30 June
2021. The key performance indicators are the Under Treasurer-approved key effectiveness
indicators and key efficiency indicators that provide performance information about achieving
outcomes and delivering services.
In my opinion, in all material respects, the key performance indicators of the Parliamentary
Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission are relevant and appropriate to assist users
to assess the Parliamentary Inspector’s performance and fairly represent indicated performance
for the year ended 30 June 2021.
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The Parliamentary Inspector’s responsibilities for the key performance indicators
The Parliamentary Inspector is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of the key
performance indicators in accordance with the Financial Management Act 2006 and the
Treasurer’s Instructions and for such internal control as it determines necessary to enable the
preparation of key performance indicators that are free from material misstatement, whether due
to fraud or error.
In preparing the key performance indicators, the Parliamentary Inspector is responsible for
identifying key performance indicators that are relevant and appropriate, having regard to their
purpose in accordance with Treasurer’s Instruction 904 Key Performance Indicators.

Auditor General’s responsibilities
As required by the Auditor General Act 2006, my responsibility as an assurance practitioner is to
express an opinion on the key performance indicators. The objectives of my engagement are to
obtain reasonable assurance about whether the key performance indicators are relevant and
appropriate to assist users to assess the entity’s performance and whether the key performance
indicators are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error, and to issue an
auditor’s report that includes my opinion. I conducted my engagement in accordance with
Standard on Assurance Engagements ASAE 3000 Assurance Engagements Other than Audits or
Reviews of Historical Financial Information issued by the Australian Auditing and Assurance
Standards Board. That standard requires that I comply with relevant ethical requirements relating
to assurance engagements.
An assurance engagement involves performing procedures to obtain evidence about the
amounts and disclosures in the key performance indicators. It also involves evaluating the
relevance and appropriateness of the key performance indicators against the criteria and
guidance in Treasurer’s Instruction 904 for measuring the extent of outcome achievement and
the efficiency of service delivery. The procedures selected depend on my judgement, including
the assessment of the risks of material misstatement of the key performance indicators. In
making these risk assessments I obtain an understanding of internal control relevant to the
engagement in order to design procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances.
I believe that the evidence I have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for my
opinion.

My independence and quality control relating to the reports on controls and key
performance indicators
I have complied with the independence requirements of the Auditor General Act 2006 and the
relevant ethical requirements relating to assurance engagements. In accordance with ASQC 1
Quality Control for Firms that Perform Audits and Reviews of Financial Reports and Other
Financial Information, and Other Assurance Engagements, the Office of the Auditor General
maintains a comprehensive system of quality control including documented policies and
procedures regarding compliance with ethical requirements, professional standards and
applicable legal and regulatory requirements.

Other information
The Parliamentary Inspector is responsible for the other information. The other information is the
information in the entity’s annual report for the year ended 30 June 2021, but not the financial
statements, key performance indicators and my auditor’s report.
My opinions do not cover the other information and, accordingly, I do not express any form of
assurance conclusion thereon.
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Matters relating to the electronic publication of the audited financial statements
and key performance indicators
This auditor’s report relates to the financial statements, controls and key performance indicators
of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission for the year ended 30
June 2021 included on the Parliamentary Inspector’s website. The Parliamentary Inspector of the
Corruption and Crime Commission’s management is responsible for the integrity of the
Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission’s website. This audit does not
provide assurance on the integrity of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime
Commission’s website. The auditor’s report refers only to the financial statements, controls and
key performance indicators described above. It does not provide an opinion on any other
information which may have been hyperlinked to/from these financial statements, controls or key
performance indicators. If users of the financial statements, controls and key performance
indicators are concerned with the inherent risks arising from publication on a website, they are
advised to contact the entity to confirm the information contained in the website version of the
financial statements, controls and key performance indicators.

Mark Ambrose
Senior Director Financial Audit
Delegate of the Auditor General for Western Australia
Perth, Western Australia
30 August 2021
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(8,000)

TOTAL COMPREHENSIVE INCOME FOR THE PERIOD

659,000
142,000
801,000
(8,000)

4E

Total income from State Government
SURPLUS/(DEFICIT) FOR THE PERIOD

Service appropriation
Resources received free of charge

Income from State Government

809,000

Income
Other Income
Total income other than income from State Government
NET COST OF SERVICES

455,000
210,000
32,000
72,000
40,000

$

Estimate 2021

809,000

3C
D

1A
2B

Note

Total cost of services

Employee benefits expense
Supplies and services
Depreciation
Accommodation expenses
Other expenses

COST OF SERVICES
Expenses

Statement of Comprehensive Income Variances

205,271

780,860
205,271

659,000
121,860

575,589

575,589

288,208
153,696
30,735
64,494
38,456

$

Actual 2021

191,234

835,293
191,234

695,000
140,293

644,059

644,059

322,780
174,268
32,106
84,246
30,659

$

Actual 2020

213,271

(20,140)
253,551

(20,140)

(233,411)

(233,411)

(166,792)
(56,304)
(1,265)
(7,506)
(1,544)

$

Variance
between
estimate and
actual

14,037

(54,433)
14,037

(36,000)
(18,433)

(68,470)

(68,470)

(34,572)
(20,572)
(1,371)
(19,752)
7,797

$

Variance
between actual
results for 2021
and 2020

All variances between estimates (original budget) and actual results for 2021, and between the actual results for 2021 and 2020 are shown below. Narratives are provided for key major
variances, which are generally greater than 10% and 1% of Total Cost of Services of the prior period actual for the Statements of Comprehensive Income and Statement of Cash Flows
and are greater than 10% and 1% of Total Assets of the estimate for the Statement of Financial Position.

8.9 Explanatory statement

NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

Office of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission of Western Australia
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