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Chair’s foreword 
atthew Zilko SC, the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime 
Commission, has found that an officer of the Corruption and Crime Commission, 
its Human Source Coordinator and manager of the Human Source Team, 

engaged in serious misconduct. This report attaches the report by the Parliamentary 
Inspector. 

The Parliamentary Inspector found that between early 2020 and early 2023, the officer 
corruptly used her position as Human Source Coordinator at the commission to obtain a 
personal benefit, namely, an extensive and intimate relationship with one of the 
commission’s human sources. Other findings by the Parliamentary Inspector are noted in his 
report. The commission has dismissed the officer. 

The officer’s conduct was extremely serious, potentially dangerous and involved a gross 
breach of trust. The officer abused both her position as Human Source Coordinator and the 
manager of the Human Source Team, and the extraordinary powers given to the commission 
to undertake its work. The officer deceived the commission, exposed others to potential 
harm by revealing official information obtained through her work, and neglected to 
responsibly perform her job. The public has the right to expect the highest standards from 
officers in powerful positions. 

While it could be said that the officer did ‘go rogue’, and her line manager’s supervision was 
inadequate, the investigation exposes serious weaknesses in how the commission managed 
its misconduct risks and Human Source Team, and raises questions regarding the 
effectiveness of that team. As the peak integrity agency, it should set an example. 

The commission unreservedly accepts that system failure contributed to the climate in which 
the officer’s deception was possible and continued over a long period of time. It has initiated 
an independent review. 

This committee will oversight how the commission responds to this misconduct during this 
41st Parliament. The committee recommends (among other recommendations) that the 
commission, by 30 September 2024, provide the committee with its independent review and 
a report on its action plan and actions it has taken to minimise its misconduct risks. 

As the committee stated in its Report 11, What happens next? Beyond a finding of serious 
misconduct: Examining the responses to a finding of serious misconduct and building 
integrity in the public agencies, tabled in November 2023, public agencies should be 
accountable and transparent in how they respond to misconduct events. This standard must 
apply to the commission. 

 
MR M. HUGHES, MLA 
CHAIR 

M 





iii 

Contents 

Chair’s foreword i 

Ministerial response v 

Recommendations vii 

Going rogue: Parliamentary Inspector’s report  

Introduction 1 

A commission officer engaged in serious misconduct 2 

The conduct of the officer 2 

The investigation process 5 

The commission’s management of its misconduct risks, and the Human Source Team 6 

The commission’s management of its serious misconduct risks 6 

The Human Source Team 8 

What happens next? The commission’s response 9 

Appendices  

1 Parliamentary Inspector’s report 11 

2 Letter from the Corruption and Crime Commission 27 

 





 

v 

Ministerial response 
In accordance with Standing Order 277(1) of the Standing Orders of the Legislative Assembly, 
the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission directs that the 
Attorney General and Minister for Police report to the Assembly as to the action, if any, 
proposed to be taken by the government and Western Australia Police Force with respect to 
the recommendation of the committee. This Government Response should also include or 
attach the response of the Corruption and Crime Commission to recommendations in this 
report. 
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Recommendations 

 Recommendation 1 Page 5 

 That the Western Australia Police Force consider whether to prosecute the former officer 
of the commission the subject of the Parliamentary Inspector’s report. 

 
 Recommendation 2 Page 6 

 That the Attorney General examine whether there is a need to provide the Parliamentary 
Inspector with more resources or legal or other options to deal with misconduct on the 
part of the commission or its officers, particularly sensitive and resource intensive 
matters. The Attorney General should discuss the above with the Parliamentary Inspector. 

 
 Recommendation 3 Page 9 

 That the Corruption and Crime Commission considers the work of its Human Source 
Team, and whether this service adds value to the commission’s investigative work, and 
whether the team should be retained or this service delivered in another way. 

 
 Recommendation 4 Page 10 

 That the Corruption and Crime Commission provide the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission a copy of its independent review identifying the 
circumstances that led to the misconduct of the officer occurring, and a report on the 
commission’s plan of action and action taken to minimise misconduct risks at the 
commission.  

 The committee requests the above by 30 September 2024. The committee will report to 
Parliament. 
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Going rogue: serious misconduct by a commission 
officer – Parliamentary Inspector’s report 

Introduction 

The Corruption and Crime Commission (commission), the State’s peak integrity agency 
responsible for exposing and oversighting corruption by public officers, should set the 
example on how public officers should carry out their duties.1 The commission should also 
set an example on how public agencies actively manage their misconduct risks. 

The Parliament has conferred extraordinary powers on the commission to undertake its 
important work, including its serious misconduct function and organised crime powers.2 
The public has the right to expect the highest standard of behaviour from officers entrusted 
with these extraordinary powers. 

The commission may enter into formal arrangements with people who want to provide 
ongoing intelligence regarding crime or corruption, for the purposes of obtaining or 
facilitating the obtaining of evidence. These individuals are described as human sources (and 
are sometimes called informants). Commission officers may adopt assumed identities to 
help them carry out their duties.3 

Matthew Zilko SC, the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission 
(Parliamentary Inspector), has found that the Human Source Coordinator, and manager of 
the Human Source Team at the commission, engaged in serious misconduct and corruptly 
used her position over 3 years. 

The Parliamentary Inspector’s findings are set out below, and in the Parliamentary 
Inspector’s report Going rogue: serious misconduct by a commission officer. This important 
report is attached at appendix 1. A letter from the commission responding to the report is 
attached at appendix 2. The Parliamentary Inspector decided not to name the officer, 
referring to her by her initials ‘LC’ and the human source as ‘X’. In this report we refer to her 
as ‘the officer’ and to ‘X’ as ‘the human source’. 

Due to the nature of the officer’s role and human source risks, publicly revealing misconduct 
in this area involves a degree of discretion. 

On 21 February 2024, the Parliamentary Inspector and the Commissioner of the commission, 
the Hon John McKechnie AO KC (Commissioner McKechnie), and senior officers, briefed the 

 
1  The commission’s jurisdiction is to deal with ‘serious misconduct’ by a public officer at a State agency. 

Under section 3 of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003, ‘serious misconduct’ is defined to 
mean conduct described in sections 4(a)–(c) and includes corruption and police misconduct. 

2  For example, the powers in Parts 4, 6 and 7 of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003. 
3  Appendix 1, p 2, paras 2, 3. Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003, Part 6, Divs 3 and 4, s 103 

(approval of assumed identities). Also, under section 121 the commission may authorise a controlled 
operation, which authorises a person to engage in activity which would otherwise be unlawful. 
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committee about this matter. The committee held a further briefing with the Parliamentary 
Inspector and his Principal Advisor on 18 March 2024. These discussions remain confidential.  

The committee considers that the egregious breach of trust evident in the officer’s 
relationship with the human source constituted a significant risk to the work of the 
commission. 

The committee wants to emphasise that while it could be said that the officer did ‘go rogue’, 
her conduct raises important questions about the commission’s management of the officer, 
its Human Source Team, and its misconduct risks for well over 3 years. The officer’s conduct 
also raises questions about the effectiveness of the Human Source Team. 

Understandably, the Parliamentary Inspector’s report focuses on the investigation of the 
allegation of misconduct against the commission officer. A substantial review and analysis of 
why the breaches of policies and procedures occurred is being undertaken. 

A commission officer engaged in serious misconduct 

A function of the Parliamentary Inspector is to deal with matters of misconduct on the part 
of the commission and officers of the commission.4 Under the Corruption, Crime and 
Misconduct Act 2003 (CCM Act), the Parliamentary Inspector ‘has the power to do all things 
necessary or convenient for the performance of the Parliamentary Inspector’s functions.’5 

On 27 January 2023, the commission notified the Parliamentary Inspector of the allegation 
against the officer.6 The commission must notify the Parliamentary Inspector when it 
receives an allegation about an officer at the commission.7 

The allegation was investigated. The investigation process is discussed further below. 

The conduct of the officer 

From the commencement of the commission’s engagement of the human source in 
November 2018, the officer breached the protocols required when handling a human source 
which were established to guard against the commission’s relationship with a human source 
‘going wrong’.8 

The Human Source Coordinator is meant to supervise, guide and oversee human source 
handlers to manage the relationship between the handler and a human source. The Human 

 
4  Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003, s 195(1)(b). 
5  Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003, s 196(2). 
6  Appendix 2, p 1. 
7  Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003, s 196(4). This section also provides that ‘the Parliamentary 

Inspector may review the Commission’s acts and proceedings with respect to its consideration of such 
an allegation’. It is not uncommon for the commission to notify the Parliamentary Inspector about 
complaints against its officers. For example, in 2022–23 the commission notified the Inspector of 
63 allegations under their joint protocol. The Inspector said this number was not a cause of concern 
given the commission’s practice of reporting even trivial claims against its officers. Many of these 
allegations reflect personal disappointment or disagreement with the outcome of the allegation, with 
the bulk of allegations requiring no action by the Inspector: Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption 
and Crime Commission, Annual Report 2022–2023, pp 5–6. 

8  To use the words of a member of the Human Source Team: appendix 1, p 4, para 17. 
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Source Coordinator was the coordinator and sole handler of the human source contrary to 
policies and procedures governing the work of the Human Source Team. As the 
Parliamentary Inspector said, the importance of the delineation between coordinator and 
handler ‘should not be understated.’9 

The officer then repeatedly and wilfully breached the commission’s policies, procedures and 
Code of Conduct in how she dealt with the human source.10 

The Parliamentary Inspector’s report gives examples of the extent and nature of the officer’s 
unacceptable conduct with the human source, and her deception of the commission. 
For example: 

• The officer’s level of contact with the human source was ‘extreme’ – between October 
2018 and March 2023 there were 1,905 audio messages and 7,413 phone calls.11 

• In 2022 the officer spoke to the human source for 437 hours, recording only 28 hours. 
(The officer was required to record all conversations.)12 Between 3 January 2019 and 
13 March 2023 the officer recorded only 30% of her telephone conversations with the 
human source.13 

• The officer gave the human source the first names of 3 commission officers including a 
member of the human source team with an assumed identity. (This conduct is the basis 
of finding 3 below.) 

• On 3 occasions the officer disclosed intelligence reports to the human source, without 
the required authorisation to do so.14 (This conduct is the basis of finding 4.) The first 
disclosure being information from another human source, the other 2 being information 
about possible serious misconduct received from a contact in a government department.  

• On one occasion, the officer gave the name of the person who was believed to have 
made an anonymous report of corruption, despite the complainant having stressed that 
they wanted to remain anonymous and made the complaint ‘at great risk’ to themselves. 
The department advised the officer of the presumed identity of the person, after she 
requested this information.15 (This conduct is the basis of finding 5.) 

• In March 2020 the officer left a message for the human source that included information 
about her sexual history.16 The officer accepted that by early 2021 the relationship had 
evolved into an ‘intimate relationship’.17 In February 2021 the human source left a 
message that was sexually explicit and ended saying ‘I miss you, I love you, I can’t wait to 
talk to you’.18 

 
9  Appendix 1, p 5, para 24. 
10  Appendix 1, p 2, para 4. 
11  Appendix 1, p 7, para 36. 
12  Appendix 1, p 10, para 57. 
13  Appendix 1, p 9, para 55. 
14  Appendix 1, p 12, para 73. 
15  ibid, paras 76, 77. 
16  Appendix 1, p 7, para 41. 
17  Appendix 1, p 8, para 42. 
18  ibid, para 41. 
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The Parliamentary Inspector made the following findings of serious misconduct:19 

1. Between early 2021 and early 2023 the officer corruptly used her position as Human 
Source Coordinator with the commission, and the resources provided to her in carrying 
out this role, to obtain a personal benefit: an extensive and intimate relationship with 
one of the commission’s human sources. 

2. In pursuing this relationship, the officer took multiple steps to deceive the commission, 
including adopting a pseudonym and failing to record all of her interactions with the 
human source. 

3. On or before 8 May 2021, the officer provided the first names of 3 commission officers 
to a human source without their consent in circumstances where this knowledge had 
the propensity to fully identify them. 

4. On 1 July 2021, 18 August 2021 and 20 December 2022, the officer disclosed official 
information to a human source without seeking authorisation to do so. 

5. On one of these occasions, on 18 August 2021, the officer also informed the human 
source of the name and location of a person who had made an anonymous allegation to 
the commission, again without obtaining authorisation to do so. 

The commission dismissed the officer. 

In the committee’s view, the officer’s conduct was extremely serious, potentially dangerous, 
and involved a gross breach of trust. The officer’s personal circumstances, emotional 
involvement and ‘strong feelings’20 for the human source do not excuse her conduct. 
Her conduct exposed others to a real possibility of harm. In the committee’s view, it is only 
fortunate that her actions ‘did not lead to lasting harm’.21 

It could be argued that this case demonstrates that the system works – an allegation was 
referred to the Parliamentary Inspector, he investigated and decided to report on the 
matter, and action was taken against the officer. It could also be said that it demonstrates 
that the commission and its officers are not above the law, and are not immune from the 
consequences of misconduct. While the above is true, this case also exposed inadequacies in 
the commission’s management of its misconduct risks (discussed below). 

The Parliamentary Inspector has not formally recommended the bringing of criminal 
proceedings against the officer as ‘this is a matter for WA Police.’22 It is important to note 
that a finding of misconduct is not to be taken as a finding that a person is guilty of a criminal 
offence.23 The CCM Act empowers the Parliamentary Inspector and commission to 
recommend that consideration should be given to the prosecution of a particular person.24 
The commission regularly makes such recommendations in its tabled reports. 

 
19  Appendix 1, p 14, para 90. 
20  Appendix 1, p 7, para 38. 
21  Appendix 2, p 2. 
22  Appendix 1, p 15, para 91. 
23  Section 217A(3) of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 says this in relation to findings by 

the commission or Public Sector Commissioner. 
24  Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003, s 43(1) (commission), s 196(3)(g) (Parliamentary 

Inspector). 
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Given the seriousness of the misconduct, the committee would expect WA Police to consider 
whether to prosecute the officer on appropriate charge/s.25 The committee’s preference is 
to make a formal recommendation to do so. Whether to prefer charge/s is entirely the 
decision of the prosecuting authority. It is for them to assess if there are reasonable 
prospects of successfully proving an offence/s beyond reasonable doubt, and if it is in the 
public interest to prosecute. 

 Recommendation 1 

 That the Western Australia Police Force consider whether to prosecute the former officer 
of the commission the subject of the Parliamentary Inspector’s report. 

The investigation process 

The commission, in close cooperation with the Parliamentary Inspector, investigated 
misconduct by the officer.26 The Parliamentary Inspector vetted and approved each 
commission officer involved in the investigation, attended examinations and was given 
access to all evidence, and oversighted the investigation.27 The Inspector had the power to 
take over the investigation, which he could exercise at any time if he had concerns about its 
rigor and impartiality. 

It is important to note that the Office of the Parliamentary Inspector comprises 2 officers – 
the Parliamentary Inspector and his Principal Advisor – with financial and administrative 
support services provided by the Department of Justice. This investigation was very resource 
intensive, involving extensive analysis of data, interviews and compulsory examinations with 
witnesses about conduct that occurred over a period in excess of 3 years.28 

At the close of the investigation, the Parliamentary Inspector formally removed the 
investigation from the commission to finalise and determine the matter independently of 
the commission.29 As the commission states, this was due to the commission’s obvious 
conflict of interest.30 

Criticism of a real, or perceived, conflict of interest in investigating one’s own employees’ 
misconduct is not uncommon, and is often directed at the WA Police investigating police 
officers. As the commission noted in its submission to the committee’s What Happens Next 
inquiry, agencies investigating their own officers have an inherent conflict of interest.31 

 
25  The report notes that the unauthorised disclosure of official information carries a maximum penalty of 

3 years imprisonment and a fine of $60,000 (CCM Act, s 152(2)(b)). Other offences may apply. It is 
assumed that WA Police are the relevant prosecuting authority and will refer the matter if necessary. 
The conduct may not constitute an offence dealt with by the State Solicitor’s Office (SSO). 

26  Appendix 2, p 1. 
27  ibid, and appendix 1, p 3, para 10. 
28  Appendix 1, p 3, para 9. 
29  Appendix 1, p 3, para 11. Under section 196(5) of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 the 

Parliamentary Inspector may notify the commission that a matter has been removed to the Inspector 
for consideration and determination. 

30  Appendix 2, p 2. 
31  The commission said that ‘[o]ngoing external oversight of internal investigations is an important tool in 

ensuring that agencies appropriately manage these risks.’ Submission 7 to the committee’s What 
Happens Next inquiry, Corruption and Crime Commission, p 3. 
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It is also very common for public agencies to investigate misconduct by their officers, and for 
the commission to oversight agencies. An agency investigating misconduct enables it to 
examine the nature of the misconduct, identify misconduct risks, and prevent misconduct by 
taking action to minimise misconduct risks. 

The committee takes no issue with how this particular matter was investigated. However, 
this investigation raises questions as to whether the Parliamentary Inspector should have 
more resources and options available when deciding how to deal with sensitive and resource 
intensive investigations into the commission and its officers.32 This includes whether new 
resource arrangements or legislation (in the new Act) may assist the Inspector. 

 Recommendation 2 

 That the Attorney General examine whether there is a need to provide the Parliamentary 
Inspector with more resources or legal or other options to deal with misconduct on the 
part of the commission or its officers, particularly sensitive and resource intensive 
matters. The Attorney General should discuss the above with the Parliamentary Inspector. 

The commission’s management of its misconduct risks, and the Human 
Source Team 

The commission’s management of its serious misconduct risks 

An important function of the committee is to 
monitor and report to Parliament on the 
exercise of the functions of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission. 

The commission, like all public agencies, is 
responsible for its integrity and managing its 
misconduct risks; and needs to be vigilant and 
proactive in taking action to prevent misconduct 
by minimising misconduct risks. We 
acknowledge that no agency that improves its 
integrity can claim this will prevent all misconduct in the future. What is required is constant 
vigilance. 

The committee does not doubt that supervising a human source team is challenging. The 
recent Royal Commission into the use of a human source by Victoria Police observed, in the 
context of police human source work, that human source management is a high-risk activity, 
and supervision should be ‘intrusive.’33 

 
32  The CCM Act permits the Parliamentary Inspector to second or engage any officer or employee in the 

Public Service, a State agency or otherwise in the service of the State, or members of police forces: 
Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003, s 212. 

33  Government of Victoria, Royal Commission into the Management of Police Informants: An inquiry into 
Victoria Police’s use of Nicola Gobbo as a human source, Final report: summary and recommendations, 
November 2020, Chapter 12, pp 94, 103, 115. The Parliamentary Inspector refers to this report in his 
report, appendix 1, p 5. 

The Commission itself must accept 
that failure within its systems 

contributed to a climate in which 
LC’s deception was not only 

possible but was perpetrated over 
a prolonged period. 

Parliamentary Inspector of the 
 Corruption and Crime Commission 
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The Parliamentary Inspector’s report includes surprising and concerning comments about 
the commission’s failures: 

• The officer, contrary to established protocols, was both the Human Source Coordinator 
and handler of the human source from November 2018 (well before the ‘serious 
misconduct’ period and only 5 months after the officer was appointed as coordinator). 
No secondary handler was appointed.34 This failure was not evidently identified or acted 
upon by senior management for over 4 years. 

• The officer’s supervision by her manager was, the Inspector says, ‘obviously deficient’ 
and he was not adequately fulfilling the Human Source Registrar role. Importantly, this 
‘does not appear to have become apparent to other senior commission officers until 
early 2023’. The supervisor had responsibility for 5 different work areas and gave 
evidence that he was confident in the officer’s abilities and trusted her.35 

• On the lack of supervision, the Parliamentary Inspector says ‘[t]here appears to have 
been an almost total absence of cross-checking of LC’s records and activities with 
[the human source] by other Commission officers, particularly her immediate supervisor’. 
The Inspector adds that ‘[o]ne might have expected [her immediate supervisor], or 
another senior officer, to have checked what LC had been doing, with not only 
[the human source] but other Human Sources, on at least a monthly basis’, especially as 
she was the human source handler and coordinator of the team.36 

This case raises many concerning questions about the management of the officer and her 
team. How was the officer’s blatant breach of procedures she wrote, for example, by being 
the supervisor and only handler for the source, not detected for well over 4 years? It is 
evident she was able to manipulate the lax oversight very early on in this role. Also, how did 
the officer become the human source’s handler? Why wasn’t the serious misconduct 
detected for over 3 years? And if the supervisor was negligent for so many years, how did 
senior management not identity this? Were ‘red flags’ ignored? 

Although the commission accepts 
responsibility for its failures (see pull quote), 
the committee is uncomfortable with the 
commission’s narrative that the ‘mendacity 
of the officer and the neglect of her 
supervisor were the principal reasons for the 
breach of procedures’.37 Delineating 
‘principal’ and other reasons for misconduct 
minimises the responsibility of senior 
management, and managers of the 
supervisor. 

 

 
34  Appendix 1, p 5, para 25; p 6, paras 28–29. 
35  Appendix 1, p 13, paras 83–86. 
36  Appendix 1, p 11, para 64. 
37  Appendix 2, p 2. 

The Commission unreservedly accepts 
that failure within its systems 

contributed to a climate in which the 
officer’s deception was not only 

possible but was perpetuated over a 
long period. 

Commissioner Hon John McKechnie AO KC, 
Corruption and Crime Commission 
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The Parliamentary Inspector recommended: 

That the Commission undertake a full internal inquiry into how so many breaches 
of Policy, Procedure and the Code of Conduct were allowed to take place in its 
Human Source Team, uninterrupted and unidentified, for such a long period of 
time. 

That the Commission report to the Parliament by the end of this calendar year as to 
the outcomes of that inquiry and the procedural changes it proposes to adopt as a 
result before it recommences using Human Sources in any of its operations.38 

The commission accepts these recommendation (see below).39 

That the officer’s misconduct occurred and the commission did not detect it for 4 years, and 
‘serious misconduct’ occurred over 3 years, will no doubt cause reputational damage to the 
commission. It is also evident that the officer wilfully betrayed committed and dedicated 
officers at the commission. 

The Human Source Team 

The Parliamentary Inspector’s report 
includes comments that, in the 
committee’s view, raise questions 
about the effectiveness of the Human 
Sources Team. For example: 

• The Human Source Registrar, back 
in July 2020, expressed concern that 
the team produced ‘limited tangible 
outcomes’ (see pull quote). 

• The officer described her leadership 
of the human sources team as 
‘fractured’.40 Another officer said the team was not ‘a functional space’.41 

• The officer’s ‘extreme’ level of contact with the human source (noted above) for personal 
reasons suggests that she was wasting resources and, to put it simply, not doing her job. 

It is disturbing that the officer’s misconduct continued over many years in the Human Source 
Team, where officers deal with highly sensitive information, may endanger others, and are 
at risk of being corrupted for a raft of reasons.  

The commission suspended human source related activity from 27 January 2023.42 
Commissioner McKechnie says human source activities ‘can be a potent investigative tool.’43 

 
38  Appendix 1, p 15, para 93. 
39  Appendix 2, p 2. 
40  Appendix 1, p 6, para 31. 
41  Appendix 1, p 11, para 66. 
42  Appendix 2, p 1. 
43  ibid, p 2. 

It appears that there was some disquiet 
within the Commission about LC’s [the 

officer’s] handling of X [the human source]. 
As early as 9 July 2020, A [her supervisor] 
emailed LC and other officers to express 

‘some concerns that we are investing a lot 
of energy and resources for what might be 

seen as limited tangible outcomes’. 

Parliamentary Inspector of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission 
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The committee expects the commission to carefully consider if human sources and this team 
adds value to the commission’s investigative work, and if the team should be retained or this 
service delivered in another way. This, plainly, is a decision for the commission. 

 Recommendation 3 

 That the Corruption and Crime Commission considers the work of its Human Source 
Team, and whether this service adds value to the commission’s investigative work, and 
whether the team should be retained or this service delivered in another way. 

What happens next? The commission’s response 

What happens next is important. Lessons must be learned from misconduct events. This is a 
crucial aspect of any serious misconduct finding. 

The commission has engaged an independent expert ‘to identify the circumstances that led 
to the conduct occurring and how it took place without being detected for a significant 
period of time’.44 We note that while the ‘serious misconduct’ took place over a 3 year 
period, the conditions that permitted misconduct to occur and flourish were created earlier, 
with breaches of policies and procedures established to mitigate against such an occurrence.  

The commission’s review, which commenced on 26 February 2024, will focus on: 

• governance and reporting mechanisms 

• capability management 

• leadership and culture.45 

The commission advised that it intends to report to the committee before the end of 2024 
‘on the results of the review.’46 

It is positive that the review will focus on culture. As the committee said in its recent What 
Happens Next report, agency integrity requires more than establishing systems and 
processes. While a robust misconduct control system with appropriate prevention and 
detection processes can reduce the risk of misconduct, committing to continually developing 
an integrity culture and ‘speak-up’ culture is essential.47 And, as Commissioner McKechnie 
told this committee during its What Happens Next inquiry, in his experience: 

most of the reports that I have authored and, I think, [the Acting Commissioner] 
has authored, the policies and procedures of the organisation look fine. They are 
great on paper; they have all sorts of checks and balances and so forth. For various 
reasons, nobody has bothered to enforce them or anything.48 

 

 
44  ibid. 
45  ibid. 
46  ibid. 
47  Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, What happens next? Beyond a 

finding of serious misconduct: Examining the responses to a finding of serious misconduct and building 
integrity in the public agencies, Report 11, November 2023, p 99. 

48  The Hon John McKechnie KC, Commissioner, Corruption and Crime Commission, transcript of evidence, 
15 August 2022, p 12. 
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The committee emphasised in its What Happen Next report that all public agencies should 
be accountable and transparent about how they respond to tabled reports disclosing 
misconduct.49 We intend to apply this standard to the response of the commission.  

In the recommendation below, the committee recommends that the commission provides a 
copy of the independent review, not only a report ‘on the results of the review’, to the 
committee, and also report to the committee on its action plan and action the commission 
has taken to minimise misconduct risks. And we ask for the above by 30 September 2024 
(not the end of the calendar year). This will give the committee an opportunity to evaluate 
the report/s and commission’s response, which will include a hearing with the commission, 
and table the commission’s report/s and our report in Parliament before Parliament rises for 
the final time in this 41st Parliament. 

The recommended degree of accountability and transparency is not less than what public 
agencies in this State must provide the commission when the commission recommends (in a 
tabled report) that a public agency take action to reduce misconduct risks. The commission 
evaluates the agency’s response in 12 months to ensure that the agency implements 
positive change, and continues to report to Parliament on the agency’s implementation of 
recommendation/s until finalised.50 

 Recommendation 4 

 That the Corruption and Crime Commission provide the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission a copy of its independent review identifying the 
circumstances that led to the misconduct of the officer occurring, and a report on the 
commission’s plan of action and action taken to minimise misconduct risks at the 
commission.  

 The committee requests the above by 30 September 2024. The committee will report to 
Parliament. 

 

 
MR M. HUGHES, MLA 
CHAIR

 
49  Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, What happens next? Beyond a 

finding of serious misconduct: Examining the responses to a finding of serious misconduct and building 
integrity in the public agencies, Report 11, November 2023, recommendations 18 and 19, pp 90–91. 

50  Corruption and Crime Commission, Annual Report 2021–22, p 28. This is discussed the Report 11 at 
pp 83–85. The recommended level of accountability is also not less than what every public agency the 
subject of a recommendation by the Independent Commission Against Corruption (NSW) must provide. 
They must report to ICAC on its plan of action to reduce the likelihood of misconduct, and its 
implementation of that plan, within 3 months of the recommendation and every 12 months until the 
plan is implemented fully. The ICAC publishes these responses: Independent Commission Against 
Corruption Act 1988 (NSW), s 111E, copied at page 88 of Report 11. 
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