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Chair’s foreword 
his report informs Parliament of the findings and recommendations of an 
independent review engaged by the Corruption and Crime Commission, and 
commission action to minimise its misconduct risks following serious misconduct by 

an officer. 

In March 2024, the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission’s 
Report 12, Going rogue: serious misconduct by a commission officer – Parliamentary 
Inspector’s report, informed Parliament that, between early 2020 and early 2023, the 
commission’s Human Source Coordinator corruptly used her position to obtain a personal 
benefit, namely, an extensive and intimate relationship with a human source (an informant). 

The investigation by the Parliamentary Inspector exposed serious weaknesses in how the 
commission managed its misconduct risks over more than 4 years. From 2018, the officer 
repeatedly breached the commission’s policies and procedures, but the commission did not 
detect the misconduct with the informant. The commission unreservedly accepted that 
system failure contributed to a climate in which the officer’s deception was not only possible 
but continued over many years, and engaged an independent review.  

The reviewer’s report, Review of circumstances that allowed a former Commission officer to 
maintain an inappropriate relationship with a human source (Review Report), exposes 
glaring deficiencies in the commission’s risk management systems and culture over many 
years. Its 6 key findings identify the range of reasons misconduct by the officer continued 
undetected over that time. This committee report attaches the commission’s abridged 
version of the Review Report. 

It is positive that the commission is taking remedial action to improve its internal governance 
and risk management, and implement the 10 recommendations in the Review Report 
relating to commission-wide misconduct risks. The commission anticipates that 
recommendations will be implemented within 12 months. 

The committee recommends, in summary: 

• That the Attorney General ensure that the commission is resourced to implement its 
response to the Review Report and improve internal governance and risk management. 

• That the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission of the 
42nd Parliament follow up: 

o the commission’s implementation of recommendations in the Review Report and 
other actions to minimise its misconduct risks office-wide 

o whether the commission decides to reestablish its human source operations, and, if 
so, seeks assurances that these operations are managed and governed in a way that 
minimises misconduct risks. 

 
MR M. HUGHES, MLA 
CHAIR 

T 
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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 report to the Assembly as to the action, if any, proposed to be taken by 
the government with respect to the recommendations of the committee. 

 





 

 

Findings and recommendations 

Finding 1 Page 6 
The independent report, Review of circumstances that allowed a former Commission 
officer to maintain an inappropriate relationship with a human source (Review Report), 
engaged by the Corruption and Crime Commission, exposes glaring deficiencies in the 
commission’s risk management systems and culture over many years. 

This is evident in its key findings which outline the range of reasons misconduct by the 
commission’s former Human Source Coordinator continued undetected over many years. 

 
Recommendation 1 Page 9 

That the Attorney General consider if the law providing that staff of the commission not 
be appointed for a term exceeding 5 years is necessary, or should be amended, in the 
Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 or any new Act. 

 
Finding 2 Page 11 
The Corruption and Crime Commission is taking remedial action to minimise its 
misconduct risks and implement the 10 recommendations in the Review Report relating 
to commission-wide risks. It has dedicated resources to this task. 
It is clearly too early to evaluate the commission’s implementation of the 
recommendations and its work to improve internal governance and risk management. 
The commission anticipates that recommendations will be implemented within 
12 months. 

 
Recommendation 2 Page 11 

That the Attorney General ensure that the Corruption and Crime Commission is resourced 
to implement its response to the Review Report and improve internal governance and risk 
management. 

 
Recommendation 3 Page 11 

That the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission of the 42nd 
Parliament follow up the commission’s implementation of recommendations in the 
Review Report and other actions taken to minimise its misconduct risks office-wide. 
The committee respectfully suggests that this be done in around 12 months, either late 
2025 or early 2026, and that committee consults with the Parliamentary Inspector of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission about the above. 

 
Recommendation 4 Page 12 

That the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission of the 42nd 
Parliament follow up on whether the commission decides to reestablish its human source 
operations, and, if so, seeks assurances that these operations are managed and governed 
in a way that minimises misconduct risks. 
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The Corruption and Crime Commission’s 
management of its misconduct risks  

Introduction  

This report informs Parliament of the findings and recommendations of an independent 
review engaged by the Corruption and Crime Commission (commission), and commission 
action to minimise its misconduct risks following serious misconduct by an officer. 

The Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, in its Report 12, 
Going rogue: serious misconduct by a commission officer – Parliamentary Inspector’s report 
tabled on 21 March 20241 (Report 12), informed Parliament that the commission’s Human 
Source Coordinator and manager of its Human Source Team (the officer) had engaged in 
serious misconduct. Report 12 attached the investigation report by Matthew Zilko SC, the 
Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission (Parliamentary Inspector). 

The Parliamentary Inspector found that between early 2020 and early 2023 the officer 
corruptly used her position to obtain a personal benefit, namely, an extensive and intimate 
relationship with one of the commission’s human sources (an informant).2 

The investigation by the Parliamentary Inspector into the conduct of the officer exposed 
serious weaknesses in how the commission managed the officer, its Human Source Team, 
and its misconduct risks over more than 4 years. 

As noted in Report 12, the commission implemented policies, procedures and a framework 
for governing human source operations, but from 2018 the officer repeatedly and wilfully 
breached these in how she dealt with the human source, and the commission’s managers 
and systems did not apparently identify and take action to address the officer’s breaches or 
detect the officer’s misconduct with the informant.3 

The commission unreservedly accepted that system failure contributed to a climate in which 
the officer’s deception was not only possible but continued over many years, and engaged 
an independent review with a management focus.4 

 
1  Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, Report 12, Going rogue: serious 

misconduct by a commission officer – Parliamentary Inspector’s report, 21 March 2024. The report of 
the Parliamentary Inspector is appendix 1 to the above report. 

2  The Parliamentary Inspector made 5 findings of serious misconduct: Appendix 1 to Report 12, p 14. 
The conduct was detected in January 2023. The commission dismissed the officer. 

3  The commission established a dedicated Human Source Team in mid-2017. The officer acted as its 
Human Source Coordinator before being permanently appointed to that role in June 2018. An example 
of a breach of policy and procedure is that from November 2018 the officer was both the Human 
Source Coordinator and handler of the human source, and no secondary handler was appointed. As the 
Parliamentary Inspector said, the importance of the delineation between coordinator and handler 
‘should not be understated’: appendix 1 to Report 12, pp 3, 5. 

4  Appendix 2 to Report 12, p 2, and appendix 1 to Report 12, p 15. The Parliamentary Inspector 
recommended a full internal inquiry into how so many breaches occurred, uninterrupted and 
unidentified, for such a long period of time. The commission accepted this recommendation. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Parliament/commit.nsf/(Report+Lookup+by+Com+ID)/FC4ECD058BF1558448258AE7000089B8/$file/FINAL%20Report%2012%20Going%20Rogue%20-%20Parliamentary%20Inspector's%20report.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Parliament/commit.nsf/(Report+Lookup+by+Com+ID)/FC4ECD058BF1558448258AE7000089B8/$file/FINAL%20Report%2012%20Going%20Rogue%20-%20Parliamentary%20Inspector's%20report.pdf
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As noted in Report 12, the commission, the State’s peak integrity agency responsible for 
exposing and oversighting serious misconduct by public officers, should set the example on 
how public agencies actively manage their misconduct risks.5 And lessons must be learned 
from misconduct events. What happens next, to minimise misconduct risks, is a crucial 
aspect of any misconduct finding. 

In Report 12 the committee recommended that the commission provide the committee with 
a copy of its independent review, and a report on the commission’s plan of action and action 
taken to minimise misconduct risks.6 The committee said it would evaluate the commission’s 
response and report to Parliament.7 We do so with this report. 

The independent reviewer’s report, titled Review of circumstances that allowed a former 
Commission officer to maintain an inappropriate relationship with a human source (Review 
Report), is dated September 2024. The commission provided the committee with a copy of 
its abridged version of the findings and recommendations in the Review Report. A copy of 
the commission’s abridged version of the Review Report is at appendix 1.8 

The commission’s summary of action to address its misconduct risks and the 
recommendations in the Review Report is at appendix 2.9 

In October 2024 the committee held separate closed hearings with the Commissioner, 
Hon John McKechnie AO KC, and the Parliamentary Inspector to discuss the review and the 
commission’s management of its misconduct risks. That evidence remains closed. 

The independent review 

The commission engaged an independent reviewer, AM Executive Pty Ltd, to conduct a 
review to identify the circumstance that allowed a former commission officer to maintain an 
inappropriate relationship with a human source for an extended period, and to provide 
recommendations on improving organisational practices to ensure a similar event does not 
happen again.10 

The review commenced in February 2024. The reviewer conducted 60 hours of face-to-face 
interviews and workshops with current and former commission staff, and reviewed 
documents.11 

 
5  Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, Report 12, Going rogue: serious 

misconduct by a commission officer – Parliamentary Inspector’s report, 21 March 2024, p 1. 
6  ibid, recommendation 4. 
7  ibid, p 10. 
8  This is an unredacted copy of the commission’s abridged version of the Review Report. The committee 

carefully considered the Speaker’s Procedural Rules, including rules 16 and 19, and Legislative 
Assembly Standing Order 91 when drafting this report and deciding whether to attach an unredacted 
copy of the abridged Review Report. 

9  Provided under cover of letter from Hon John McKechnie AO KC, Commissioner, Corruption and Crime 
Commission, 1 November 2024. (The committee has posted this letter and the commission’s letter 
dated 4 October 2024 on its website.) 

10  Hon John McKechnie AO KC, Commissioner, Corruption and Crime Commission, letter, 4 October 2024, 
p 1, and appendix 1, p 1. 

11  Appendix 1, p 1. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Parliament/commit.nsf/(Report+Lookup+by+Com+ID)/FC4ECD058BF1558448258AE7000089B8/$file/FINAL%20Report%2012%20Going%20Rogue%20-%20Parliamentary%20Inspector's%20report.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Parliament/commit.nsf/(Report+Lookup+by+Com+ID)/FC4ECD058BF1558448258AE7000089B8/$file/FINAL%20Report%2012%20Going%20Rogue%20-%20Parliamentary%20Inspector's%20report.pdf


The Corruption and Crime Commission’s management of its misconduct risks 
 

3 

In early October 2024 the commission provided its abridged version of the Review Report to 
the committee after determining that it was not ‘necessary in the public interest’ to disclose 
sensitive operational information, including operational methodology, contained in the 
Review Report.12 

After a committee request to read the Review Report, the commission certified that it was 
‘necessary in the public interest’ to disclose an unredacted version of the Review Report to 
committee members. On 22 October 2024 committee members inspected unredacted 
copies of the Review Report at the commission’s premises. The committee will not make 
public the contents of the Review Report that are not in the commission’s abridged version. 

In the committee’s view, the Review Report is balanced, does not shy away from making 
critical findings and contains useful recommendations. 

In the committee’s view, the commission’s abridged version of the Review Report is a 
reasonable summary of the Review Report. As may be expected, the abridged version of the 
Review Report does not detail and emphasise inadequacies that formed the basis of the 
findings. 

The abridged version of the Review Report reflects and adds further detail to themes raised 
in the Parliamentary Inspector’s report and Report 12 already in the public domain, with a 
greater focus on what happened from a management perspective and how to address risks. 

The findings in the Review Report  

The Review Report is damning. It exposes glaring deficiencies in the commission’s risk 
management systems and culture over many years. This is evident in its findings. The 6 key 
findings outline the range of reasons why the officer’s conduct continued over many years. 

The committee was disappointed and surprised by these findings. We repeat the findings 
below to give context to committee comments. 

First, the reviewer found on the officer’s deceptive behaviour: 

[The officer’s] deceptive behaviour, lies to colleagues and managers, inappropriate 
use of covert communications and individual control over the source/handler 
relationship meant that her activities would be difficult to detect by someone 
unfamiliar with human source management.13 

The commission’s abridged Review Report adds that the officer’s behaviour was targeted at 
her managers, colleagues within the Human Source Team and other support areas within the 
commission. It says ‘[t]he primary reason [the officer] was able to continue her relationship 
with [the informant] without being detected was her deceptive behaviour.’14 

 
12  Hon John McKechnie AO KC, Commissioner, Corruption and Crime Commission, letter, 4 October 2024, 

pp 1–2. A relevant person is not authorised to disclose ‘operational information’ unless the commission 
has certified that disclosure ‘is necessary in the public interest’: Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 
2003, s 152(5). This provides the commission with a discretion on what to disclose. 

13  Appendix 1, p 1. 
14  ibid. 
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In the committee’s view, emphasising the primary reason for misconduct can tend to deflect 
and minimise the responsibility of the commission (or any agency) to minimise its risk.15 
There is often an interplay between deceptive conduct and system failure when misconduct 
occurs. The primary reason for most misconduct will be employee deception, but agencies 
must minimise misconduct risks and not contribute to the risk. 

In the committee’s view, the officer’s managers, the commission’s deficient systems 
and, importantly, its culture (see below) created significant risk and resulted in the 
misconduct (the inappropriate relationship) not being detected for years. They 
enabled the officer to exploit the secrecy of human source work within the 
commission. 

Secondly, the reviewer found on governance and oversight, and reporting frameworks:16 

[Governance and oversight] [The officer’s] repeated breaches of the governance 
framework supporting the Commission’s use of human sources were ignored by 
managers and allowed to continue. 

[Reporting frameworks] The limited internal reporting requirements for the 
[Human Source Team] meant the Commission’s leadership had a poor 
understanding of how human sources were being managed and what risks the 
Commission was exposed to through its human source operations. 

The officer repeatedly breached human source policy and procedure and there was ‘the 
apparently unwillingness of her managers to address her non-compliance, despite clear 
breaches of the procedure, of which they were aware’.17 

There were also deficiencies in policy and procedure which allowed the officer’s activities to 
continue undetected. The commission was using an inappropriate human source 
management model.18 

The lack of formalised reporting contributed to the misconduct (the inappropriate 
relationship) not being detected.19 Audit requirements were deficient.20 

It appears to the committee that managers ignored ‘red flags’. Commission staff in and 
beyond the Human Source Team raised concerns about the officer’s conduct or level of 
contact with the human source.21 

The inadequate formalised reporting requirements surprised the committee. The inadequate 
monitoring of the officer was, at best, negligent. This enabled the officer’s misconduct to 
continue undetected. 

 
15  The committee made a similar comment in Report 12, Going rogue: serious misconduct by a 

commission officer – Parliamentary Inspector’s report, 21 March 2024, p 7. 
16  Appendix 1, pp 1, 2. 
17  ibid, p 1. 
18  ibid, p 2.  
19  ibid, p 3. 
20  ibid, p 2. 
21  ibid, pp 3, 5. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Parliament/commit.nsf/(Report+Lookup+by+Com+ID)/FC4ECD058BF1558448258AE7000089B8/$file/FINAL%20Report%2012%20Going%20Rogue%20-%20Parliamentary%20Inspector's%20report.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Parliament/commit.nsf/(Report+Lookup+by+Com+ID)/FC4ECD058BF1558448258AE7000089B8/$file/FINAL%20Report%2012%20Going%20Rogue%20-%20Parliamentary%20Inspector's%20report.pdf
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Thirdly, and importantly, the reviewer made a damning finding on the culture of the 
commission’s Operations Directorate at the time, namely:22 

The culture of the Commission’s Operations Directorate at the time of the 
compromised relationship was one in which dissenting opinions were discouraged, 
a strict chain of command was enforced within the [Human Source Team], and 
officers were afraid of losing their jobs due to the commission’s reliance on 
short-term employment contracts. 

The abridged Review Report says ‘the culture of the Human Source Team and the broader 
Commission was likely a significant contributing factor’ (to the misconduct) [committee 
emphasis].  

It adds that ‘some officers said they had reported concerns [about the officer] verbally to 
their line managers but were unaware whether any subsequent action had been taken’.23 

As the committee has observed in the past, an integrity and ‘speak-up’ culture is essential to 
minimise misconduct risks.24 It is not uncommon during investigations into misconduct to 
find that an agency has appropriate policies, procedures and governance frameworks, but 
they are not enforced. 

The committee is surprised and concerned by the above finding, and the level of dysfunction 
it reveals. Not only were dissenting opinions discouraged in the Operations Directorate, but 
a strict chain of command was enforced within the Human Source Team, and team members 
were afraid of losing their jobs as they were on a contract, and their manager (the officer) 
had a reputation for removing team members who questioned her decision making.25 
These factors combined clearly worked against detecting misconduct by the officer. 

Lastly, the reviewer found on leadership and capability management:26 

[Leadership] Failures of leadership within the Commission meant that executives in 
the [Human Source Team’s] management line did not effectively monitor [the 
officer’s] performance as the Human Source Coordinator, clearly establish 
performance expectations and performance measurement indicators for the 
[Human Source Team], or strategic direction for the human source program. 

[Capability management] The Commission’s ability to safely and securely manage 
human source operations was limited. Few members of the [Human Source Team] 
had previous human source management experience, and no one in the 
management chain had previous practical experience with human sources. 

 
22  ibid, p 3. 
23  ibid. 
24  For example, see 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 public agencies, Report 11, 30 November 2023, p 99. 

25  Appendix 1, p 4. 
26  ibid, pp 4, 5. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4112570a61741edf881e907e48258a78000c9c68/$file/tp+2570+(2023)+report+11+-+what+happens+next+-+beyond+a+finding+of+serious+misconduct.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4112570a61741edf881e907e48258a78000c9c68/$file/tp+2570+(2023)+report+11+-+what+happens+next+-+beyond+a+finding+of+serious+misconduct.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4112570a61741edf881e907e48258a78000c9c68/$file/tp+2570+(2023)+report+11+-+what+happens+next+-+beyond+a+finding+of+serious+misconduct.pdf
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The abridged Review Report says there were deficiencies in the recruitment and selection of 
the officer to the position of Human Source Coordinator.27 

The officer contributed to writing the job description form for the position, and questions 
asked of candidates were more focused on leadership abilities than human source expertise. 
The panel members, who all knew the officer, unanimously selected her despite her having 
little previous human source experience other than time acting as Human Source 
Coordinator. External candidates with previous human source experience, including 
managing teams of handlers, were given significantly lower ratings than the officer in the 
selection process.28 

The commission also lacked a process to assess human source handlers for their suitability 
for the role.29 

The above practices exposed the commission to the risk that personnel in the Human Source 
Team were not qualified or appropriate to manage human sources.30 

It is clear to the committee that from the time the Human Source Team was established in 
2017 there were deficient recruitment, selection and risk management practices in an area 
as sensitive and high risk as human source work. 

The committee was also disappointed that ‘no one in the management chain for the Human 
Source Team from the time it was established until it was suspended [in January 2023] had 
any practical experience in human source operations prior to the establishment of the 
Team’.31 (This has now changed.)32 

The abridged Review Report adds that the sheer volume of organisational resources 
dedicated to supporting the officer’s informant as a human source should have led to 
questions about the value that person offered the commission as a source. Members of the 
commission's covert support team raised concerns about the level of contact between the 
officer and human source.33 

Finding 1 
The independent report, Review of circumstances that allowed a former Commission 
officer to maintain an inappropriate relationship with a human source (Review Report), 
engaged by the Corruption and Crime Commission, exposes glaring deficiencies in the 
commission’s risk management systems and culture over many years. 

This is evident in its key findings which outline the range of reasons misconduct by the 
commission’s former Human Source Coordinator continued undetected over many years. 

 
27  Appendix 1, p 4. Also, Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, Report 12, 

Going rogue: serious misconduct by a commission officer – Parliamentary Inspector’s report, 21 March 
2024, appendix 1 (Parliamentary Inspector’s report), p 3. 

28  Appendix 1, p 4.  
29  ibid. 
30  ibid. 
31  ibid, p 2. 
32  The commission has since employed a Director Investigations with extensive experience in human 

source management and governance: appendix 2, p 1. 
33  Appendix 1, p 5. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Parliament/commit.nsf/(Report+Lookup+by+Com+ID)/FC4ECD058BF1558448258AE7000089B8/$file/FINAL%20Report%2012%20Going%20Rogue%20-%20Parliamentary%20Inspector's%20report.pdf
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Commission action to minimise misconduct risks and its response to 
recommendations in the Review Report  

Commission focus on internal governance and risk management 

The commission has advised the committee that it is committed to addressing the issues 
identified to minimise risk, strengthen governance and implement positive change within 
the commission.34 

The commission understands the need for positive change and remedial action. 

Since May 2023, only a few months after the officer’s misconduct was detected, the 
commission has placed a renewed focus on internal governance and risk management.35 

Since September 2023, a new Director Executive at the commission, supported by a 
dedicated team of 3 to 4 staff, have worked on improving internal governance and risk 
management, including taking action to respond to the Review Report.36 In the past 12 
months the commission has implemented several strategies and projects to strengthen key 
governance processes, managed by its Director Executive and her team.37 

Resources dedicated to the above work have been reallocated from other areas of the 
commission. The commission also obtained funding for governance reform through the 
2024-2025 Streamlined Budget Process.38 

The commission will consider if additional resources are required to implement the 
recommendations of the Review Report and deliver its governance and risk management 
work.39 

The commission’s response to recommendations in the Review Report to address 
commission-wide matters 

The Review Report is positive in that it recommends action to minimise misconduct risks 
office-wide, and the commission is responding to these recommendations. 

Recommendations 1 to 10 of the Review Report address commission-wide matters. 

As noted in the table at appendix 2, the commission supports and is committed to 
implementing 7 of the 10 recommendations, and supports in principle 3 recommendations 
(recommendations 6, 7 and 9) pending further consideration of resourcing and/or budget 
requirements.40 

 
34  Hon John McKechnie AO KC, Commissioner, Corruption and Crime Commission, letter, 1 November 

2024, p 3. 
35  ibid, p 2. 
36  ibid. 
37  Appendix 2, p 1. 
38  Hon John McKechnie AO KC, Commissioner, Corruption and Crime Commission, letter, 1 November 

2024, pp 2, 3. 
39  ibid, p 3. 
40  Appendix 1, p 6, and appendix 2. 
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As at 1 November 2024, the commission had taken steps towards or implemented 
4 recommendations, as noted below:41 

• Recommendation 1 – Establish a mechanism for staff to securely and confidentially 
report their concerns about other officers as required by the Code of Conduct. 

The commission has procured, and will soon implement, an anonymous reporting 
platform to enable staff to securely and confidentially report workplace misconduct and 
inappropriate behaviour as required by the Code of Conduct. 

• Recommendation 2: Develop a method for prioritising, approving and reporting on the 
allocation of operational resources against investigation and/or intelligence priorities to 
ensure the use of all covert capability resources is accounted for and transparent to the 
Executive Director/Operations, Director/Investigations and the Operations Committee. 

The commission has commenced a review of its operational reporting framework. 

• Recommendation 4 – The commission should introduce annual refresher training and 
certification for all staff on the Code of Conduct, including the need to report and act on 
any potential integrity issues identified in the course of their duties. 

The commission has introduced annual refresher training and certification for all staff on 
the Code of Conduct requirements and responsibilities. 

• Recommendation 10 – Providing management and leadership training to all executives 
and team leaders within the commission to ensure they understand their responsibilities 
as leaders in a public sector organisation. 

The commission is exploring options for executive and leadership coaching to strengthen 
leadership behaviours within the commission. 

Of note, it is positive that the commission has acted reasonably quickly to implement an 
anonymous reporting platform and has provided integrity training encouraging officers to 
report concerns. 

Further to the actions noted above, to address governance and oversight inadequacies the 
commission has:42 

• developed and launched a Strategic Plan 2024–2027 

• reviewed and updated its enterprise risk management framework, policy, registers and 
reporting templates 

• strengthened the independent internal audit function by working with the internal 
auditor to develop a new internal audit charter; and introduced targeted reviews of key 
risks, critical controls and the assurance profile for nominated functions 

• employed new processes to ensure greater oversight of the implementation of external 
and internal audit recommendations and action plans 

• progressed developing a new compliance framework, policy and register of compliance 
obligations. 

 
41  Appendix 2 sets out the commission’s responses to the recommendations, and governance and risk 

management action. These were provided under cover of letters from Hon John McKechnie AO KC, 
Commissioner, Corruption and Crime Commission, dated 4 October and 1 November 2024. (These 
letters are posted on the committee’s website.) 

42  Appendix 2, p 1. 
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The commission says that in the next 12 months it is committed to embedding additional 
resources dedicated to its strategy, governance and integrity functions.43 The commission 
says it remains committed to a culture of accountability, integrity and continuous 
improvement.44 

Further to the actions noted above, commission action to address culture concerns includes 
adopting a new policy position on employee reappointment to alleviate staff concerns about 
the impact of speaking up on their job security.45 

Section 179(2) of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 provides that a 
commission ‘member of staff is not to be appointed for a term exceeding 5 years and is 
eligible for reappointment’. 

In the committee’s view, the Attorney General should consider if the above provision is 
necessary or should be amended in the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 or any 
new Act to better support the operational requirements of the commission.  

The Attorney General should carefully consider the commission’s views on this, and how this 
requirement affects its staff, operations, culture and ability to recruit. 

 

Recommendation 1 

That the Attorney General consider if the law providing that staff of the commission not 
be appointed for a term exceeding 5 years is necessary, or should be amended, in the 
Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 or any new Act. 

 
Committee observations 

The commission, like all public agencies, is responsible for its integrity and minimising its 
misconduct risks. 

Misconduct can happen in any agency. Systems and an integrity culture cannot prevent all 
misconduct. This is why agencies must be proactive and constantly vigilant, and have 
systems and an integrity culture that minimise their misconduct risks. 

The circumstances that led to the misconduct of the officer have been a wake-up call for the 
commission. 

The commission’s actions to date are just the start of the process to address identified 
governance and cultural issues. Implementing the recommendations to address commission-
wide risks should take between 3 and 12 months (see appendix 2). 

It is clearly too early to comment on whether actions taken have been effective, but it is 
difficult to conceive that actions proposed to be taken will not minimise misconduct risks at 
the commission to some extent. 

 
43  ibid. 
44  Hon John McKechnie AO KC, Commissioner, Corruption and Crime Commission, letter, 4 October 2024, 

p 1. 
45  Appendix 2, p 2. 



The Corruption and Crime Commission’s management of its misconduct risks 

10 

The committee respectfully recommends that, given the essential oversight role this 
committee undertakes on behalf of the Parliament, the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission of the 42nd Parliament follow up the commission’s 
implementation of the recommendations of the Review Report and other actions taken to 
minimise its misconduct risks. We suggest that this be done in around 12 months’ time; 
towards the end of 2025 or early 2026. 

The committee also respectfully recommends that the committee of the 42nd Parliament 
discuss the above with the Parliamentary Inspector who will follow up the commission’s 
implementation of the recommendations in 12 months’ time. 

The commission should be subject to the same degree of accountability and transparency as 
other agencies, where action is recommended to address misconduct risks following a 
finding of serious misconduct. Public confidence in the integrity of the peak integrity agency 
in this State is critical. 

The commission itself, when it formally recommends that an agency takes particular action, 
evaluates the agency’s response, usually in 12 months, to ensure that the agency 
implements positive change. The commission continues to follow up, evaluate and report to 
Parliament on the agency’s implementation of recommendation/s until finalised, even if this 
takes years. 

The committee also notes that the Government supported in principle the committee’s 
recommendation in our What happens next? report, to amend the Corruption, Crime and 
Misconduct Act 2003 or a new Act to provide a law similar to section 111E of the 
Independent Commission Against Corruption Act 1988 (NSW). Section 111E of that Act, in 
summary, provides that a public authority must inform its commission of its plan of action to 
address recommendations and progress to implement the plan within 3 months, then 
12 months after, then, if the plan is not fully implemented, 12 months after that.46 Following 
up recommendations provides the public with the assurance that recommendations are 
actioned. 

Finally, it is important to note that the commission is a busy multi-function agency 
responsible for exposing serious misconduct and combating organised crime. The conduct of 
the officer no doubt tarnished other commission officers who do good and important work. 

Further to expanding its unexplained wealth function in recent years, the commission’s 
latest compliance function, since June 2023, is to oversight the WA Police Force’s use of 
Border Search Area powers under the Misuse of Drugs Act 1981. And the commission’s 
budget has only increased marginally in the last few years.47 

 
46  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 public agencies, Report 11, 30 November 2023, pp 88, 91 (recommendation 19) and 
Government Response. 

47  Over the past 5 years the budget for the commission for delivery of services has increased by only $6.5 
million, with appropriations of $27.3 million in 2020-21 increasing to $33.8 million for 2024-25. Part of 
this increase can be attributed to an additional $12.1 million granted in 2023, over 4 years, to continue 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4112570a61741edf881e907e48258a78000c9c68/$file/tp+2570+(2023)+report+11+-+what+happens+next+-+beyond+a+finding+of+serious+misconduct.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4112570a61741edf881e907e48258a78000c9c68/$file/tp+2570+(2023)+report+11+-+what+happens+next+-+beyond+a+finding+of+serious+misconduct.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4112570a61741edf881e907e48258a78000c9c68/$file/tp+2570+(2023)+report+11+-+what+happens+next+-+beyond+a+finding+of+serious+misconduct.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Parliament/commit.nsf/(Report+Lookup+by+Com+ID)/076DC4B9A9D11A4048258A76001AAAD1/$file/Government+Response+to+JOINT+STANDING+COMMITTEE+ON+THE+CORRUPTION+AND+CRIME+COMMISSION+-+REPORT+11.pdf
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Like all agencies, the commission makes difficult decisions on how to allocate its resources to 
deliver its various functions, and what resources to allocate to business practices that ensure 
its risk management is robust. 

As noted above, since 2023 the commission has dedicated resources to improving internal 
governance and risk management and, more recently, responding to the recommendations 
in the Review Report. 

It is important that the commission is properly funded to undertake action to minimise its 
misconduct risks. 

Finding 2 
The Corruption and Crime Commission is taking remedial action to minimise its 
misconduct risks and implement the 10 recommendations in the Review Report relating 
to commission-wide risks. It has dedicated resources to this task. 
It is clearly too early to evaluate the commission’s implementation of the 
recommendations and its work to improve internal governance and risk management.  
The commission anticipates that recommendations will be implemented within 
12 months. 

 
 

Recommendation 2 

That the Attorney General ensure that the Corruption and Crime Commission is resourced 
to implement its response to the Review Report and improve internal governance and risk 
management. 

 
 

Recommendation 3 

That the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission of the 42nd 
Parliament follow up the commission’s implementation of recommendations in the 
Review Report and other actions taken to minimise its misconduct risks office-wide. 
The committee respectfully suggests that this be done in around 12 months, either late 
2025 or early 2026, and that committee consults with the Parliamentary Inspector of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission about the above. 

The commission’s human source operations 

The Parliamentary Inspector’s investigation into the conduct of the officer raised questions 
about the effectiveness of the commission’s Human Source Team, and its management and 
governance. For example, the manager of the officer observed that the Human Source Team 
produced ‘limited tangible outcomes’.48 The Human Source Team remains suspended. 

 
and further develop its unexplained wealth function (around $3 million per year): WA State Budget 
2023-24: Budget Paper 2, Vol 2, p 468; WA State Budget 2024-25: Budget Paper 2, Vol 2, p 471. 

48  Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, Report 12, Going rogue: serious 
misconduct by a commission officer – Parliamentary Inspector’s report, 21 March 2024, appendix 1 
(Parliamentary Inspector’s report), p 11. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Parliament/commit.nsf/(Report+Lookup+by+Com+ID)/FC4ECD058BF1558448258AE7000089B8/$file/FINAL%20Report%2012%20Going%20Rogue%20-%20Parliamentary%20Inspector's%20report.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Parliament/commit.nsf/(Report+Lookup+by+Com+ID)/FC4ECD058BF1558448258AE7000089B8/$file/FINAL%20Report%2012%20Going%20Rogue%20-%20Parliamentary%20Inspector's%20report.pdf
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The reviewer made 7 recommendations that were human source specific. These relate to:49 

• reviewing and altering human source policies and procedures to reflect the commission’s 
unique requirements 

• strengthening the commission’s management and oversight model of human source 
operations 

• introducing independent persons in the system management, oversight and reporting of 
human source operations. 

The commission supports these recommendations in principle. As appropriate, the 
commission requires further time to consider whether to recommence human source 
operations. This is plainly a decision for the commission. 

Should the commission decide to reestablish these operations it will be guided by the 
recommendations in the Review Report to ensure the integrity of the operations.50 

It is evident that if this service is reestablished, steps must be taken to ensure that the 
commission proactively manages and minimises misconduct risks as far as possible. To give 
one example, in the committee’s view it is important to introduce psychological and general 
suitability testing for officers seeking covert roles, as recommended in recommendation 9 of 
the Review Report. 

The committee also observes that an important aspect of misconduct management in 
human source work is employing appropriately qualified people, as well as independent 
expertise, to undertake, manage and oversight this work. 
 

Recommendation 4 

That the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission of the 42nd 
Parliament follow up on whether the commission decides to reestablish its human source 
operations, and, if so, seeks assurances that these operations are managed and governed 
in a way that minimises misconduct risks. 

 
MR M. HUGHES, MLA 
CHAIR 

 
49  Appendix 1, pp 6–7. 
50  Appendix 2, p 1. 
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Appendix 1 

The commission’s abridged version of the Review of circumstances 
that allowed a former Commission officer to maintain an 
inappropriate relationship with a human source 
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Appendix 2 

Commission action to address misconduct risks and 
recommendations in the Review Report 

Source: Corruption and Crime Commission letter dated 4 October 2024 
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Source: Corruption and Crime Commission letter dated 1 November 2024 
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