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THIS REPORT 
 
This is my second Annual Report as Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission after taking office on 8 January 2013. It is made pursuant to s 203 of 
the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 (WA) and deals with my activities 
generally during the 2013-2014 year. 
 
THE OFFICE OF PARLIAMENTARY INSPECTOR 
 
My primary responsibilities as an officer of the Parliament of Western Australia are to 
keep the Parliament informed of material issues concerning the operation of the 
Commission, and the operation of the Office of the Parliamentary Inspector, by 
exercising my functions and powers under the Act, and by assisting the Joint Standing 
Committee to perform its functions. 
 
Either Acting Parliamentary Inspector Robert Meadows QC or Craig Colvin SC acts in 
my office when I am unable to. I am grateful for their important contributions made to my 
Office during the reporting period, as I am to its sole full-time staff member, Mr Murray 
Alder. 
 
A SNAPSHOT OF THE WORKLOAD OF THE OFFICE 
 
The reporting period was one of the busiest my Office has experienced. The number of 
matters undertaken increased by 90% from the number undertaken in the last reporting 
period.  
 
The investigative work undertaken  
 
51% of the work of my Office was devoted to its investigation function. 
 
The Office undertook 76 matters during the financial year, 36 more than last year. The 
Office finalised 44 matters, 8 more than last year.  
 
There was an increase in the number of matters received by my Office from its principal 
sources (my own initiative, complaints received by me, and in response to references 
given by the Joint Standing Committee). However, the source from which there was a 
significant increase was the Commission’s obligation under s 196(4) of the Act to notify 
my Office of an allegation it receives which involves, or may involve, an officer of the 
Commission. The size of, and reason for, this increase are detailed later in this Report.  
 
The nature and the number of matters undertaken by my Office were: 
 

• Allegations made against a Commission officer received by the Commission 
about which my Office was notified under s 196(4) of the Act (41) 

 
• Complaints about some aspect of the Commission’s assessment of complaints of 

misconduct made to it (20) 
 

• Matters initiated by my Office (7) 
 



Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission 
Annual Report for the year ended 30 June 2014 Page 3 
 

• Issues referred to my Office by the Joint Standing Committee under s 195(2)(d) 
of the Act (4)  
 

• Miscellaneous matters (2) 
 

• Requests made by the Committee for a submission to be made to it independent 
of any existing matter being undertaken by my Office (1) 
 

• Matters referred by the W.A. Police (1) 
 
I tabled 4 Reports to the Joint Standing Committee. 2 of the Reports related to the 
timeliness of misconduct investigations undertaken or overseen by the Commission, and 
the other two related to the appropriateness of emails sent between Commission and 
Department of Corrective Services staff. 
 
The audit work undertaken 
 
49% of my Office’s work was devoted to its audit function. 
 
My Office audits the operation of the Act, the Commission’s operations to determine if 
they comply with the laws of the State, and the Commission’s operations conducted 
under the Act. 
 
SIGNIFICANT ISSUES ADDRESSED  
 
There were a number of significant issues addressed by my Office during the reporting 
period. Some issues are ongoing due to continuing investigations, but it is expected that 
those investigations will be concluded in the next reporting period.  
 
I anticipate that the more important issues described below will form the basis of one or 
more Reports to the Joint Standing Committee in the next reporting period.  
 
Fulfilment of the Commission’s obligation under s 1 96(4) of the Act 
 
Under s 196(4) of the Act, the Commission is obliged to notify my Office of an allegation 
it receives that concerns, or may concern, one of its officers. The purpose of the section 
is to ensure that all allegations of this nature are objectively assessed independently of 
the Commission, so that my Office may, if necessary, remove the allegation from the 
Commission under s 196(5) for independent investigation.  
 
Parliament must be satisfied and can rest assured that all allegations which properly fall 
within s 196(4) of the Act are objectively assessed by my Office. 
 
Prior to July 2013, the Commission interpreted s 196(4) of the Act to mean that only an 
allegation which the Commission itself assessed as involving misconduct was required 
to be notified to my Office. This interpretation seriously undermined the purpose of the 
section. As a consequence, my Office during this period was not placed in a position to 
assess either the allegation made, or the Commission’s assessment of it, when the 
Commission decided that it did not involve misconduct.  
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The absence of a central record maintained by the Commission during this period which 
identified such an allegation precludes my Office from now establishing how many 
allegations fell into this category. 
 
When my Office became aware of this situation, it was addressed with the Commission 
in and following July 2013. Now all allegations received by the Commission, other than 
the most trivial complaints and complaints which can be seen to be no more than (at 
times intemperately worded) expressions of dissatisfaction with the process or result of 
an investigation by the Commission, are immediately notified to my Office so that an 
assessment can be swiftly conducted.  
 
In addition, an appropriate central record is now maintained by the Commission so that 
all allegations can subsequently be easily identified and efficiently audited both by the 
Commission and by my Office. 
 
As a consequence of these procedural changes, my Office assessed 41 notifications 
during the reporting period, 36 more than the previous reporting period. 
 
A protocol by which such matters are to be handled by the Commission and my Office 
respectively is in the process of finalisation by agreement between the Acting 
Commissioners and me. It is proposed that when ready it will be jointly reported to the 
Joint Standing Committee. 
 
The misconduct and criminal investigation of Commis sion officers in the 
Operational Support Unit of the Commission  
 
At various times during the reporting period, the Commission notified me of allegations 
of serious misconduct made against some Commission officers in its Operational 
Support Unit, a part of the Commission which provides its investigators with surveillance 
and covert capability.  
 
In such a case I assess whether each allegation requires removal from the Commission 
for investigation by my Office, or by another government agency, or whether the 
Commission should conduct a preliminary investigation by selected senior Commission 
officers (an investigation over which I maintain oversight) in order to first determine the 
essential facts of the matter.  
 
When preliminary investigations conducted by the Commission have disclosed evidence 
of possible criminality, I have removed the allegation from the Commission and referred 
it to the Police for investigation, and where appropriate, for prosecution. At the time of 
this Report, the Police investigation of some allegations is continuing.  
 
I maintain oversight of the internal investigations which are allowed to remain with the 
Commission, including the disciplinary action taken against accused officers, until their 
completion. The investigation of some allegations is continuing, due to their complexity, 
or due to the fact that they have only recently been made. 
 
During the reporting period, three Commission officers have been dismissed because of 
their conduct, two officers resigned before the completion of the investigation into their 
conduct, and the contract of employment of one senior officer was not renewed by the 
Commission during the investigation into his conduct.  



Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission 
Annual Report for the year ended 30 June 2014 Page 5 
 

Systemic issues for the Commission generally 
 
These events gave rise to other legal and procedural issues which are discussed below. 
In the next reporting period, when all investigation have been concluded, I intend to 
comprehensively report to the Joint Standing Committee under s 201 of the Act on all 
issues identified in this part of this Report.  
 
In that Report to the Joint Standing Committee, I will identify the issues which have been 
cooperatively addressed by my Office and the Commission by way of systemic 
procedural change. In instances where I have concluded that statutory amendments to 
the Act are necessary to properly address the issues, I will make the appropriate 
recommendations in that Report. 
 
In important respects the changes to the processes of the Commission are, and, I 
anticipate, will in future respond to concerns about the conduct of Commission officers 
by providing an enhanced capacity for governance by senior officers and the Acting 
Commissioners, and to make changes which will materially assist me to exercise my 
oversight of the Commission’s procedures. 
 
The Acting Commissioners have agreed to submit proposals of this kind for any 
recommendations I may have, before they are finally implemented by the Commission 
on other than an interim basis. I am most grateful for their cooperation, candour and 
openness in the course of our regular consultations. 
 
Procedural changes to the OSU 
 
As a consequence of the investigations into the allegations mentioned above, I am 
overseeing the implementation of wide-ranging changes to the procedures of the OSU. 
The procedures affected include:  
 
• the methods of purchasing, leasing and replacing Commission motor vehicles;  
• the payment for fuel used by those vehicles;  
• the receipt of, accountability for, and payment of, traffic infringement notices; 
• the accumulation of demerit points;  
• applications for Special Constable appointments; 
• applications for assumed identities and their use in obtaining motor driver’s licences;  
• the provision of cash advances;  
• the use of corporate credit cards and their proper acquittal;  
• claims made for allowances and cash advances;  
• the maintenance of financial documents and approvals, and  
• the making of accurate entries into duty diaries, and other documents. 
 
I should add that although the above matters have been the major concern of my Office 
in regard to the activities of Commission officers and their governance by the 
Commission, there are related areas of concern in respect of the operation of the 
Commission to which it would at present be inappropriate to refer in any detail.  
 
No doubt, in every organisation, there will, from time to time, be cause for concern about 
particular aspects of the effectiveness and appropriateness of the organisation’s 
functioning, but I am sensible of my statutory obligation to oversee and make 
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recommendations about the Commission’s procedures generally and, as I hope I have 
made clear, the focus on the OSU is but part of my oversight of the effectiveness and 
appropriateness of the Commission’s procedures. 
 
External criminal investigation of Commission officers  
 
The Commission disagreed with my Office’s decision to refer some allegations to the 
Police for investigation where preliminary investigation established a reasonable 
suspicion of criminal conduct by Commission officers. The Commission expressed the 
view that the investigation of those allegations should have been performed by my 
Office, and that I should have seconded Police officers to assist me in that investigation.  
 
I disagreed with the Commission’s view. My Office does not have a criminal jurisdiction 
under the Act. Nor does its power under the Act to second Police officers create such a 
jurisdiction in it. Rather, the Office’s secondment power is a mechanism by which extra 
resources external to the Office, specialised or otherwise, can be obtained to assist me 
to fulfil my functions in unusual circumstances. 
 
Tensions subsequently arose between the Commission and the Police when the 
Commission suggested to them and to my Office that the secrecy provisions of the Act 
prevented it from releasing documents to the Police which the Police thought were 
relevant to their investigation. The Commission adopted the same position in relation to 
requests from the Police to interview its officers as suspects or witnesses in respect of 
possible criminality within the Commission. The Commission’s position changed in time, 
but the Police investigation was undoubtedly delayed. The consequences included that 
certain OSU officers, who had either been dismissed, or who resigned, left the State 
and, therefore, were no longer readily accessible to investigating Police. 
 
Police investigation into suspected criminality on the part of Commission officers may 
not be delayed, or thwarted, by a decision of the Commission to withhold documents 
from the Police, or access to suspects or witnesses, who the Police wish to interview, 
where, as was the case in respect of the matters that I referred to the Police for 
investigation, a proper reading of the Act leads to the conclusion that leave should be 
granted by the Commission to facilitate the Police enquiries.   
 
I have in mind that, in due course, when this process of investigation is concluded and 
when I report upon it to the Joint Standing Committee, I will recommend amendment of 
the Act to facilitate my capacity to make orders designed to ensure that my referral of a 
matter to an agency external to the Commission is effective to achieve its purpose. 
 
Complaints of misconduct made by the Commission against officers of an external 
agency who are investigating Commission officers 
 
On occasion during the Police investigation, the Commission raised concerns with me 
about the way in which a Police officer asked questions of a Commission officer. The 
conduct by the Police officer did not amount to misconduct. Under the Act, I had no 
jurisdiction to determine the Commission’s complaint against the Police officer. 
 
This situation identifies a lacuna in the State’s misconduct statutory framework. Its 
consequences are infrequently encountered, but nevertheless have the potential of 
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leaving a complainant without a clear recourse for address. The lacuna raises three 
important questions: 
 
1. Should the Commission continue to exercise its misconduct oversight function over 

Police officers who are investigating officers of the Commission?  
 

2. If not, who is best placed within the existing statutory framework to investigate a 
complaint made by the Commission against Police officers who are investigating 
officers of the Commission?  

 
3. Who is best to oversee the body which conducts the investigation into a complaint 

made by the Commission?  
 
It is my view that the Commission should not exercise its misconduct oversight function 
over Police officers who are investigating officers of the Commission. To do so would 
introduce an unnecessary risk of abuse of the oversight powers held by the 
Commission, and the unnecessary complication of officers of both bodies 
simultaneously investigating each other. 
 
It is my view that when a complaint is made by the Commission against Police officers 
who are investigating officers of the Commission, the Internal Affairs Division of the 
Police is best placed to investigate the matter. Police investigating complaints against 
Police is a practice that the present statutory framework promotes, and is a process 
which is supported by the Commission.  
 
But to ensure that the rights and interests of officers in both agencies are protected 
during such an investigation, and that proper procedures are followed by investigating 
Police, neither the Commission or the Police should oversee the investigation. 
Transparency and accountability demand that an appropriate third body should perform 
this important task. Given the Parliamentary Inspector’s existing statutory functions and 
powers in respect of the Commission, including the power to access its information, it is 
my view that my Office is best placed to do so. 
 
COOPERATION BETWEEN THE COMMISSION AND THE OFFICE 
 
I consider the level of cooperation between my Office and the Commission throughout 
the reporting period has been satisfactory. It is my intention, and that of the Acting 
Commissioners, to maintain and improve this situation. The Acting Commissioners 
share with me the view that a genuine and consistent level of cooperation and respect 
between my Office and the Commission is the most favourable basis for our respective 
statutory functions to be effectively fulfilled.  
 
In this respect, we have discussed, during the second half of the reporting period, ways 
to increase the existing level of cooperation. For example, we have agreed that there 
are circumstances in which a jointly-written and tabled Report to the Joint Standing 
Committee, or to Parliament, will be appropriate.  
 
It is against that background that I record my appreciation, not only of the assistance 
and efforts of the Acting Commissioners, but also for the dedication and thorough 
attention to the duties of his office, by the former Commissioner, His Honour, Mr Roger 
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Macknay QC. While we did not always agree on the course to be taken to deal with a 
problem, his views always commanded respect. 
 
I know that the apparent incapacity to appoint a full-time Commissioner to replace Mr 
Macknay is placing considerable burdens upon the Acting Commissioners as they 
endeavour to coordinate their respective part-time contributions and maintain their busy 
legal practices. 
 
THE ACCOMMODATION OF THE OFFICE 
 
My efforts to have the Office moved from the Department of the Attorney General in 
Westralia Square into appropriate accommodation, as described in my last Annual 
Report, have continued throughout this reporting period, but have not yet come to 
fruition. The accommodation problems of the Office remain extreme, and endanger the 
proper and efficient fulfilment of my functions.  
 
This fact has been conveyed to the Joint Standing Committee, which has supported my 
efforts, and to the Department of Treasury, which is considering my request for a 
minimal increase in the Office’s annual appropriations to pay for a lease of different 
premises, appropriately separate from and independent of any department or agency of 
Government. I hope that an end to this protracted process may soon be in sight. 
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Key Performance Indicators 
 
 
Certification of Key Performance Indicators for the  Year Ended 30 June 2014 
 
 
I hereby certify that the Key Performance Indicators are based on proper records, are 
relevant and appropriate for assisting users to assess the Office of the Parliamentary 
Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission’s performance, and fairly represent 
the performance of the Office of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission for the financial year ended 30 June 2014. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
21 August 2014 
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PERFORMANCE INDICATOR REPORT 
For the period 1 July 2013 to 30 June 2014. 
 
 
 
OUTCOMES AND SERVICES 
 
 

 
RELATIONSHIPS TO GOVERNMENT GOALS 
Broad, high-level government goals are supported at agency level by more specific agency 
desired outcomes.  Agencies deliver services to achieve these desired outcomes that 
ultimately contribute to meeting the higher level government strategic goals.  The following 
table illustrates the relationship between the agency level desired outcome and service 
and the most appropriate government goal. 
 
 
 

Government Goal PICCC Desired Outcome Service 

Greater focus on achieving 
results in key service delivery 
areas for the benefit of all 
Western Australians. 

An informed Parliament on 
the integrity of the 
Corruption and Crime 
Commission. 

Evaluation of the effectiveness 
and appropriateness of 
Corruption and Crime 
Commission operations. 

 
 

KEY EFFECTIVENESS INDICATOR 

 2010-11 
Actual  

2011-12 
Actual 

2012-13 
Actual 

2013-14 
Target 

2013-14 
Actual 

Number of investigations completed 
and reported to Parliament within target 
timeframes * 

1 1 1 1 1 

* The Parliamentary Inspector is not required to report to Parliament until after the audit of these Key Performance Indicators, therefore 
the investigation referred to in the effectiveness indicator is the annual report for the previous year. 

 
The Parliamentary Inspector of the Crime and Corruption Commission seeks to achieve 
the outcome of an informed Parliament on the integrity of the Corruption and Crime 
Commission.  The indicator is measured by determining if the Parliamentary Inspector met 
the statutory annual reporting requirements contained in section 203 of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission Act 2003 i.e. 
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203. Annual report to Parliament  

(1) The Parliamentary Inspector is to prepare, within 3 months after 30 June of each year, 
a report as to his or her general activities during that year.  

(2) The Parliamentary Inspector is to cause a copy of a report prepared under this section 
to be laid before each House of Parliament, or dealt with under section 206, within 21 
days of the preparation of the report.  

(3) This section does not limit Part II Division 14 of the Financial Administration and Audit 
Act 1985 and the report required under this section may be prepared and dealt with in 
conjunction with the report required under that Division.  

 
This measure is a key indicator of performance because timeliness of reporting is essential 
if the Parliament is to base decisions on the information provided by the Parliamentary 
Inspector. 
 

 

 

KEY EFFICIENCY INDICATORS 

 2010-11 
Actual  

2011-12 
Actual 

2012-13 
Actual 

2013-14 
Target 

2013-14 
Actual 

Average cost per investigation/case $8,097 $6,551 $6,843 $7,116 $8,110 

Cost of the audit function as a 
percentage of total cost of operations 39% 52% 59% 62% 49% 

 
 
 
AVERAGE COST PER INVESTIGATION/CASE 
The average cost per investigation/case is calculated by determining the total cost of the 
investigation function and dividing it by the number of investigations closed for the period. 
 
The total cost of the investigation function is calculated by determining the percentage of 
salaries devoted to the investigation function and then applying that percentage to the total 
expenditure of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Crime and Corruption Commission for 
the period.  This gives the total cost of the investigation function.   
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The number of specific investigations conducted and completed by the Parliamentary 
Inspector is recorded electronically.  Each investigation is commenced by receipt of a 
written complaint and recorded in a complaints register.  When the investigation is 
completed it is recorded as closed.  The number of investigations is drawn from this 
information. 
 
The higher than target average cost per investigation/case is due to an increase in both 
the total expenditure of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime 
Commission, and in the percentage of time devoted to its investigation function.  The 
increase in total expenditure is mainly due to a rise in the cost of administrative support 
and services provided by the Department of the Attorney General, and in employee 
benefits paid to the additional Acting Parliamentary Inspector appointed during the year 
due to operational necessity. 
 

COST OF THE AUDIT FUNCTION AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL  COST OF 
OPERATIONS 
The cost of the audit function as a percentage of the total cost of operations is calculated 
by determining the percentage of total Parliamentary Inspector of the Crime and 
Corruption Commission salaries devoted to the audit function and then applying that 
percentage to the total expenditure of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Crime and 
Corruption Commission for the period.  For example, if 50% of salaries cost is devoted to 
the audit function then it is considered that 50% of the total cost of the Parliamentary 
Inspector of the Crime and Corruption Commission is devoted to the audit function. 
 
The investigative workload of the office increased almost doubled in 2013-14 which 
reduced the time available for the audit function to 49 percent as a percentage of total cost 
of operation. 
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OUTCOMES AND SERVICES 
 
Relationships to Government Goals 
Broad, high-level government goals are supported at agency level by more specific 
agency desired outcomes.  Agencies deliver services to achieve these desired 
outcomes that ultimately contribute to meeting the higher level government 
strategic goals. The following table illustrates the relationship between the agency 
level desired outcome and service and the most appropriate government goal. 
 

Government Goal PICCC Desired Outcome Service 

Developing and 
maintaining a skilled, 
diverse and ethical public 
sector serving the 
Government with 
consideration of the 
public interest. 

An informed Parliament 
on the integrity and 
effectiveness of the 
Corruption and Crime 
Commission. 

Evaluation of the 
effectiveness and 
appropriateness of 
Corruption and Crime 
Commission operations. 
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OTHER FINANCIAL DISCLOSURES  
 
Certification of Financial Statements (attached to report). 
 
GOVERNMENT DISCLOSURES 
 
Financial interests – Nil 
Officers receiving a benefit – Nil  
 
OTHER LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
Advertising and Marketing Expenditure  
 
Below is a summary of advertising and marketing expenditure from 1 July 2013 to 30 June 
2014 in accordance with s 175ZE(1) of the Electoral Act 1907 
 

Advertising and Marketing Expenditure Amount ($) 

Advertising agencies Nil 

Market research organisations Nil 

Media advertising organisations Nil 

Direct mail organisations Nil 

Polling organisations Nil 

TOTAL Nil 
 
MINISTERIAL DIRECTIVES 
 
There were no ministerial directives during 2013/14. 
 














































