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The CCM Act makes me responsible for 
auditing its operation; overseeing the activities 
of the Corruption and Crime Commission 
(Commission); dealing with any misconduct 
on the part of the Commission and its officers; 
assessing the effectiveness and appropriateness 
of the Commission’s procedures; informing the 
Parliament of issues that arise in exercising my 
functions and powers; and assisting the Joint 
Standing Committee on the Corruption and 
Crime Commission (Joint Standing Committee) to 
perform its functions. 

My office is one of the smaller agencies in 
Western Australia, as it essentially comprises the 
Parliamentary Inspector and his or her advisor. 
In this regard I have been very ably supported 
by the same Principal Advisor, Sarah Burnside, 
since taking up my appointment as Parliamentary 
Inspector in November 2020. I am grateful to her 
for her ongoing advice and good counsel. All other 
functions needing to be performed to make my 
office work, such as administrative, accounting, 
human resources, IT, secretarial and budgetary 
services, are provided as and when required by 
the Department of Justice.

Naturally, in carrying out my role I regularly meet 
and correspond with the Commission. Inevitably 
there are occasions when we will take different 
positions on matters arising under the CCM 
Act. Nevertheless, we continue to enjoy a good 
working relationship and, judging by issues that 
arose before my time, it seems to me that a 
positive relationship between the Commissioner 
and the Parliamentary Inspector contributes to the 
proper functioning of both offices. 

The former Commissioner, the Hon John 
McKechnie AO KC, has been integral to this 
relationship and I acknowledge his hard work 
over nine years at the helm. The Commission has 
been very fortunate to have such a dedicated 
leader, who can certainly be said to have left the 
organisation in better shape than he found it. I 
wish him well in whatever future endeavours his 
retirement might bring.  

As matters currently stand, no Commissioner has 
yet been appointed to replace Mr McKechnie, 
but the Deputy Commissioner, the Hon Michael 
Corboy SC, has assumed the role of Acting 
Commissioner pending the appointment of a 
Commissioner by the Parliament. 

The CCM Act provides for the appointment of 
Acting Parliamentary Inspectors who can perform 
the office’s functions when the Parliamentary 
Inspector is unavailable. At the present time, the 
office is without an Acting Parliamentary Inspector, 
but I understand that the wheels have been set in 
motion to recruit one or two Senior Counsel. For 
a period of six years, until his second term ended 
in early 2025, the Hon John Chaney SC carried 
out this role and I am very grateful to him for his 
assistance. 

As noted above, one of my functions involves 
reporting to and assisting the Joint Standing 
Committee. In the forty-second Parliament, the 
Committee comprises the Chair, Colleen Egan 
MLA, the Deputy Chair, the Hon. Michelle Boylan 
MLC, and Libby Mettam MLA and the Hon. 
Andrew O’Donnell MLC. I thank the members of 
the Committee for their keen interest in the work 
of the Commission and of my office. 

This Annual Report is made pursuant to section 
203 of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 
2003 (WA) (the CCM Act). 

Introduction: Office of the 
Parliamentary Inspector
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My investigative function derives from section 
195(1)(c) of the CCM Act, which enables me to 
assess the effectiveness and appropriateness of 
the Commission’s procedures. Each assessment 
is recorded as a separate investigation. Most of 
these originate in a report of serious misconduct 
the complainant has made to the Commission, 
which in turn has determined there is insufficient 
evidence to support the allegation/s made. After 
the complainant contacts me seeking a review, I 
request the Commission’s file on the matter so I 
can assess the procedures it has used. 

In 2024-25, 60% of the office’s work was devoted 
to investigations. I undertook 107 new investigations 
and finalised 103. These numbers were slightly 
higher than in the previous year; in 2023-24 I 
undertook 102 new investigations and finalised 94. 

Overall, the last two years have seen a downward 
trend in the number of investigations, which  
reflects a change in policy rather than a decrease 
in workload. The Commission must notify me of 
any allegation that concerns one of its officers,1  
and this obligation (and the related protocol 
between the Commission and my office) was 
previously interpreted broadly. As a result, I was 
notified of allegations lacking any substance, 
such as emails received from members of the 
public who had received a closure letter from the 
Commission and fired off a vague accusation 
of  corruption in response. In November 2023 
the Commissioner and I agreed that I would 
only be notified of communications providing at 
least some detail of the alleged misconduct. This 
approach is still working well and allows me to 
allocate resources to substantive investigations. 
 
Of the files closed in 2024-25, 97 were opened in 
that period, and six were commenced in previous 
financial years. The investigations undertaken in 
2024-25 were as follows:

•	 There were 86 complaints about some 
aspects of the Commission’s assessment 
or investigation of allegations of serious 
misconduct in the public sector. This was 13 
more complaints than were received in the 
2023-2024 financial year. 

	 The public sector is large and diverse, and the 
above cases included allegations relating to 
government  departments, local governments, 
WA Police, the courts, and public schools, 
universities and hospitals. Five of these 
complaints related to investigations conducted 
by the Commission and/or reports it had tabled 
in the Parliament. 

•	 The Commission notified me of two allegations 
made about it or one of its officers, in 
accordance with our agreed protocol, pursuant 
to section 196(4) of the CCM Act. This was 13 
fewer than during 2023-2024 for the reasons 
discussed above. 

•	 I received five complaints that related to the 
Commission itself and/or its personnel.

•	 Two files were commenced by me on my 
own motion, with one of these being opened 
following my review of a closure report received 
from the Commission. 

•	 One matter was referred to me by the Public 
Sector Commission.

•	 The office received 11 allegations that were 
classed as miscellaneous, compared with 12 
such matters received in 2023-24. Primarily, 
this category represents instances where a 
person has not lodged an allegation with the 
Commission for various reasons and accordingly 
my function in section 195(1)(c) was not 
enlivened, or where a complaint is withdrawn.

Investigative Function

1 Section 196(4), CCM Act.   
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My audit function is set out in sections 195(1)
(aa), (a) and (cc) of the CCM Act, which provide 
that I audit the operation of the Act itself and the 
Commission’s operations under both the Act and 
other Western Australian legislation. During the 
reporting period 40% of the office’s work was 
devoted to my audit function, which I carried out 
in three principal ways. 

First, every time I reviewed a Commission file for 
the purpose of assessing its procedures, I was 
effectively conducting a miniaturised audit on the 
exercise of those procedures. 

Second, the Commission provides me with the 
closure reports it prepares at the end of each 
investigation either conducted by it or referred to a 
separate agency and then reviewed by it.  

Third, each quarter the Commission supplies 
documentation relating to uses of its statutory 
powers during the previous three months. 

The quarterly audit process was agreed between 
the Commission and the Parliamentary Inspector 
long before my time, and for many years it was the 
Commission’s practice to provide documentation 
relating to assumed identities, controlled 
operations and integrity testing pursuant to 
the CCM Act as well as information relating to 
warrants sought pursuant to the Surveillance 
Devices Act 1998 (WA). For example, my office 
would receive copies of:

•	 applications by a Commission officer to 
adopt an assumed identity for the purpose of 
assisting with an investigation;

•	 documentation cancelling an assumed identity 
when it is no longer required;

•	 formal authorities to commence a controlled 
operation under the CCM Act, in which officers 
can engage in conduct that would otherwise be 
criminal in the course of collecting evidence for 
the purpose of an investigation; and 

•	 affidavits provided to the court in support of an 
application for a warrant to place a surveillance 
device in a particular place to support an 
investigation. 

In addition, as a result of long-awaited 
amendments to the Telecommunications 
(Interception and Access) Act 1979 (Cth) (TIA 
Act), I am now also informed each quarter of any 
interception warrants sought by the Commission 
under the TIA Act. An interception warrant allows 
an organisation to access communications, 
engaging in what has colloquially been referred 
to as ‘phone tapping’. For example, a law 
enforcement or integrity agency may seek a 
warrant to intercept a suspect’s telephone calls to 
assist with an investigation.  

Earlier this year, I became aware that the auditable 
documents provided each quarter had never 
included other relevant materials, such as search 
warrants sought by the Commission pursuant 
to section 101 of the CCM Act. There seemed 
to be no rhyme nor reason for the exclusion of 
such documents, and it appeared to me that 
this was, simply, an oversight. I decided that, 
given the breadth of my audit function, I ought 
to be provided with all available documents 
relating to the Commission’s use of powers, 
whether conferred by the  CCM Act or by other 
relevant legislation, such as the Criminal Property 
Confiscation Act 2000 (WA). 

During 2024-25, discussions were therefore held 
at officer level regarding the appropriate scope of 
the audit. At the time of tabling this report, I am 
pleased to advise that the Commission and I have 
agreed to a new guideline which will ensure that 
each quarter I receive a comprehensive overview 
of the use of the Commission’s powers. 

Audit Function
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On 29 May 2025, my report An Inadequate 
Investigation of Alleged Corruption was tabled. 
The intent of this report was to inform the 
Parliament of a situation in which an allegation 
of corruption, despite having been assessed by 
the Commission, and referred to the appropriate 
department for action, had not been investigated. 

The officer concerned was alleged to have 
corruptly conferred benefits on a family member 
by appointing her to an administrative role and 
securing government subsidised housing for her, 
without having declared a conflict of interest on 
either occasion. As outlined in my report, the 
Commission referred the matter to the officers’ 
employer but, whether through inexperience or 
obtuseness, the department never addressed the 
central allegation of corrupt conduct. 

It is not my role to, and I cannot, form an opinion 
of serious misconduct in regard to any person 
other than an officer of the Commission. My report 
should not be taken as an expression of such an 
opinion. In truth, the animating concern of my 
report was not the specific allegation of corrupt 
conduct referred to above, but a much broader 
issue relating to the operation of the CCM Act. 

The Act provides that the Commission must 
assess every allegation of serious misconduct it 
receives and form an opinion about its merits. If 
the Commission determines that the allegation 
may be substantiated, it can conduct an 
investigation (either on its own or in cooperation 
with another organisation) or refer the allegation to 
an external agency for action. Departments are to 
provide a report to the Commission outlining the 
actions they have taken. 

This mechanism is important. It acknowledges 
the practical reality that the Commission cannot 
possibly investigate each allegation of serious 
misconduct it receives, and it enables government 
departments to build their capacity to carry out 
misconduct investigations themselves. 

However, allegations that are referred to 
departments are not always treated with 
appropriate seriousness. I have raised concerns 
about this aspect of the referral process on 
several previous occasions, and An Inadequate 
Investigation represents a continuation of my 
longstanding call for government departments to 
adhere thoroughly to their obligations under the 
CCM Act. 

To that end, my report recommended that the 
Parliament consider taking action to enhance the 
operation of the relevant sections of the CCM Act. 
I am not a parliamentary draftsman, and I do not 
know whether it would be possible to achieve this 
end via legislative amendments, but I suggested 
that the provisions relating to the referral and 
monitoring of allegations of serious misconduct 
could be strengthened. 

Alternatively, I suggested that Parliament could 
consider circulating a memorandum to all heads 
of departments reminding them of the importance 
of ensuring that allegations of serious misconduct 
are competently and transparently dealt with. 

Subsequently, on 30 June 2025 the Public Sector 
Commissioner Sharyn O’Neil PSM wrote to all 
agency heads drawing my report to their attention. 
In her correspondence, the Commissioner stated 
that she expects ‘every allegation of misconduct 
to be competently and transparently dealt with in 
the public sector’ and advised that a foundation 
course for investigators was being established. 
I welcome these developments and thank the 
Commissioner. 

My file on this matter is now closed. 

Report Tabled in the Parliament 
in 2024-25
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My report Going Rogue was tabled by the Joint 
Standing Committee on 21 March 2024. The 
report detailed a lengthy investigation run by the 
Commission and overseen by me. It also made 
findings of serious misconduct about a former 
Commission officer, whom I referred to as LC. 

In my report I observed that whether or not to 
charge LC with any criminal offences was not 
for me to decide but was a matter for WA Police 
to determine in its own discretion. Since that 
time, LC has been charged with the offence of 
corruption in section 83 of the Criminal Code, to 
which she pleaded guilty on 4 September 2025. 
She has now been remanded to the District Court 
for sentencing. The Magistrates Court refused 
her request for a suppression order and there has 
been some media reporting about her identity. 
However, I have continued to refer to her as LC for 
the sake of consistency. 

My ongoing focus is on the Commission itself, 
and the need to ensure that the events outlined 
in Going Rogue are not repeated. To that end, my 
report recommended that the Commission:

•	 undertake a full internal inquiry into how so 
many breaches of policy, procedure and its 
Code of Conduct took place over this period;

•	 report to the Parliament by the end of 2024 
as to the outcomes of that inquiry and the 
procedural changes it proposes to adopt as a 
result; and

•	 not recommence using Human Sources 
in any of its operations until the above 
recommendations have been implemented.  

The Commission accepted these 
recommendations and engaged an independent 
consultant to conduct an internal inquiry of the 

circumstances that allowed a former Commission 
officer to maintain an inappropriate relationship 
with a human source. The consultant prepared a 
Review Report, which the Commission provided 
to me and to the then Joint Standing Committee, 
which tabled an abridged version in Parliament on 
28 November 2024. 

The Review Report made ten recommendations, 
including the establishment of a mechanism for 
Commission staff to securely and confidentially 
report their concerns about other officers as 
required by the Code of Conduct. 

This was of critical importance, as the Review 
Report observed that ‘a number of officers 
had observed serious, repeated problematic 
professional and personal behaviour’ by LC but 
had either been reluctant to report their concerns 
for fear of reprisal, did not properly understand 
their obligation to alert the Commission to 
breaches of the Code of Conduct, or had spoken 
to their line managers but were left unaware 
whether any action had been taken. 

The Commission has since implemented a 
totally anonymised online portal, and I attended 
a briefing on this system on 10 April 2025. This 
will be an important step in improving the culture 
of the Commission and will give its management 
a clearer picture of any staff concerns. The 
Commission has also confirmed that, naturally, 
if any of the matters reported via this portal 
relate to an allegation of either minor or serious 
misconduct, I will be notified pursuant to section 
196(4) of the CCM Act. 

I will continue to monitor the implementation of the 
remaining recommendations and have arranged to 
be briefed on the Commission’s progress later this 
year. 

Update on Going Rogue: Serious Misconduct by a 
Commission Officer
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Generally, just under half of the requests I receive 
for reviews of the Commission’s procedures relate 
to the police, reflecting the makeup of the reports 
received by the Commission itself.2  In 2024-25, of 
the 86 complaints I received regarding the public 
sector, 52 were about WA Police.  

Naturally, not all of these allegations have merit. 
Some appear to be based on a misunderstanding 
of the role of the police, and I will often need to 
explain to a complainant that they have provided 
their own speculative theories, but not evidence 
of misconduct. On other occasions, an allegation 
will be directly contradicted by the available body 
worn camera footage. 

However, in some instances I believe that a 
substantive report of police misconduct has not been 
appropriately addressed and that is a serious concern 
for me. Two such cases, which occupied considerable 
time for me over the past year, are discussed below. 

POLICE POWERS IN A  
NEIGHBOURHOOD DISPUTE

One of those cases originated, innocuously 
enough, in a dispute about a shared fence. The 
complainant was a Chinese migrant in his late 
sixties with very limited English. 

Following a disagreement with his neighbour 
regarding the fence between their properties, the 
complainant instituted proceedings under the 
Dividing Fences Act 1961 (WA) and obtained a 
Violence Restraining Order (VRO) which provided 
that his neighbour should not ‘cause or attempt to 
cause damage to any property in the possession of 
the Person Protected’. Despite this, the neighbour 
removed the fence and installed a new one, allegedly 
damaging the complainant’s irrigation pipes and 
garden shed. I make no comment on the merits of the 
dispute between the complainant and his neighbour, 
as my focus is on the Commission’s procedures.  

When the complainant reported his neighbour’s 
actions to the police, he was informed that this 
was a civil matter and, incorrectly, that property 
damage could not constitute a breach of a VRO. 
By contrast, when he was subsequently accused 
of damaging the new fence, he was promptly 
arrested, held in custody for several hours while 
the police tried to locate a Mandarin translator, 
and charged with an offence carrying a maximum 
penalty of ten years’ imprisonment.3

Ably assisted by his adult son, who is fluent 
in English, the complainant made a report of 
police misconduct to the Commission. When the 
Commission concluded that there was insufficient 
evidence of misconduct, he complained to 
me. On reviewing the file, I was concerned that 
the Commission had not fully appreciated the 
gravity of the actions taken by police. Certainly, 
the complainant’s arrest appeared to have been 
lawful, and there was no allegation of excessive 
use of force. However, the definition of police 
misconduct in the CCM Act goes beyond 
unlawfulness. It encompasses ‘reviewable police 
action’, which in turn includes any action by 
a police officer that is ‘unreasonable, unjust, 
oppressive or improperly discriminatory’. 

Police officers perform a critical role and are 
entrusted with very broad powers, which must 
be used with caution. This did not appear to 
have been the case here, as the materials in 
the file indicated that the decision to arrest the 
complainant had been made in some haste. 
He was arrested less than an hour after he had 
allegedly been seen ‘forcefully pushing and pulling 
the fence’ by his neighbour. The decision to charge 
the complainant with the most serious offence 
available was also questionable given the existence 
of an alternative offence carrying a lower penalty4  
and the fact that the cost of the damage alleged to 
have been caused by him was only $1000.  

Cases During the 2024-25 
Reporting Period

2 In 2023-24, 43.6% of the allegations received by the Commission related to WA Police; see Corruption and Crime Commission, Annual Report 2023-24, p. 13. 
3 Section 444(1)(b) of the Criminal Code.
4 The offence of damaging property in section 445 of the Criminal Code, which contains no element of intent, is punishable by two years’ imprisonment and a fine of $24,000.
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I wrote to the Commission outlining my concerns. 
The Commission conducted a reassessment and 
referred two allegations to WA Police, requiring 
the police to investigate whether its officers 
had neglected to investigate property damage 
reported by the complainant and whether they 
had performed their functions and services in a 
manner that was unreasonable, unjust, oppressive 
or improperly discriminatory. 

Twelve days later (an extraordinarily short 
time, in my experience of allegations of police 
misconduct), the Police Conduct Investigation Unit 
(PCIU) advised the complainant that neither of his 
allegations had been sustained. To make matters 
worse, the PCIU did not provide the Commission 
with a report of the actions taken by it, as required 
by the CCM Act.5  Instead, it forwarded the 
Commission a copy of a briefing note prepared 
two months earlier, when the complainant had 
written to the Minister for Police. The briefing 
note advised, among other things, that a review 
had determined that ‘all actions and decisions by 
attending officers were correct’. Contrary to my 
view of the situation, the Commission concluded 
that the findings made appeared to be reasonable 
and closed its file. 

The complainant was tried for and, in my opinion 
surprisingly, convicted of criminal damage. The 
magistrate granted a spent conviction and ordered 
him to pay a fine of $500, which is significantly 
less than the $36,000 that constitutes the 
maximum fine for this offence.6  Nevertheless, 
feeling strongly that he had been unjustly dealt 
with, the complainant appealed his conviction. 

Following the hearing of his appeal in the Supreme 
Court, the appeal was allowed and a judgment of 
acquittal was entered. The Supreme Court found that 
the verdict at trial was ‘unreasonable and unsupported 
by the evidence’.7  In addition, the Supreme Court 

ordered WA Police to pay the complainant’s legal 
costs of both the trial and the appeal. 

I again requested that the Commission investigate 
the complainant’s allegations of police misconduct 
in light of his successful appeal. The Commission 
considered my request but determined that it was 
not justified or in the public interest to do so. In 
reaching this decision, the Commission took into 
account the following factors:

•	 Whether there was demonstrated serious 
misconduct.

•	 Conduct of the arresting officers.

•	 The eventual vindication of the complainant’s 
private rights by the Supreme Court.

•	 The judgment of the court.

•	 The purposes of the CCM Act.

•	 The Commission’s workload.

•	 What could be accomplished by an investigation.

•	 The Commission’s current monitoring and 
review function relating to police.

I understand the Commission’s reasoning and 
am cognisant of its heavy workload. However, I 
remain concerned that the use of police power in 
this instance saw a dispute between neighbours 
that could have been resolved in a civil hearing 
under the Dividing Fences Act end in a full criminal 
trial and appeal with costs ultimately borne by the 
State of Western Australia. It also seemed to me 
that WA Police had not taken its obligations under 
the CCM Act with sufficient seriousness, and, 
worse, the Commission had not compelled it to 
do so. I was disappointed with this unsatisfactory 
outcome. 

5 Section 40, CCM Act. 
6 Section 444(1) provides that a summary conviction penalty may be imposed where the property is not destroyed or damaged by fire and where the amount of injury done does not exceed 

$50,000. This penalty is three years’ imprisonment and a fine of $36,000.
7 Shi v WA Police [2024] WASC 475 at [80]. 
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On closing my file, I asked the complainant 
and his son whether they would object to my 
discussing this matter in my Annual Report. They 
advised that, on the contrary, they would support 
it. They also stated:

While we are grateful for the Supreme Court’s ultimate 
vindication of our position, we have to emphasize the 
tremendous personal, emotional, and financial toll this 
ordeal has taken. The process of seeking justice - from 
being wrongfully arrested, held in custody, facing 
trial, and then having to pursue an appeal - has been 
extremely costly and distressing… The high cost - both 
financial and emotional - of seeking justice means many 
citizens might not have the resources or resilience to 

challenge similar misconduct.

On one view, this was a minor matter which 
was ultimately corrected by a higher court, an 
example of the justice system functioning as 
it was intended to. However, as the statement 
above makes clear, it was also a situation in which 
decisions made by police officers about the use 
of their powers have had a profound and lasting 
impact on members of the public. 

ASSAULT BY AN OFF-DUTY POLICE OFFICER 

The second case involved a complaint regarding 
a road rage incident in early 2024 which began 
when the complainant honked his horn at another 
vehicle which had ‘cut him off’, following which 
both men made obscene gestures at each other. 
When their cars subsequently stopped at a set of 
red lights, the other driver left his vehicle, walked 
to the complainant’s car door, and spoke to him. 
A physical altercation ensued, during which the 
other driver allegedly put both of his hands around 
the complainant’s neck, choked him and impeded 
his breathing.

The complainant sought medical attention and 
reported the assault to WA Police, whereupon 
he became aware that his assailant had been an 
off-duty police sergeant (the sergeant). Ordinarily, 
a public officer’s behaviour will not constitute 

serious misconduct if it takes place outside his 
or her official role. However, the CCM Act treats 
minor misconduct by police officers as serious 
misconduct, and minor misconduct is defined 
to include situations in which a public officer 
engages in conduct that could adversely affect 
the honest or impartial performance of his or her 
functions, whether or not he or she was acting 
in an official capacity at the time.8 In my view, 
assaulting members of the public while off-duty 
would clearly fall within this category. 

The complainant made a complaint to WA Police 
about the sergeant’s conduct. Two months later, 
the complainant received a brief letter from its 
Internal Affairs Unit (IAU) . The letter advised 
that a full investigation had been conducted into 
his complaint, there was ‘insufficient evidence 
to prefer criminal charges’ against the sergeant, 
and that a managerial investigation was ongoing. 
Ultimately, the sergeant was issued with a 
Managerial Notice. 

The complainant lodged allegations of police 
misconduct with the Commission, citing both 
the initial road rage incident and the decision not 
to charge the sergeant. Initially, the Commission 
concluded that the IAU investigation had been 
adequate and closed its file, whereupon the 
complainant sought my review of the Commission’s 
procedures. On reviewing the file, I strongly 
disagreed with the Commission’s conclusion. 
In particular, the rationale for not charging the 
sergeant seemed, frankly, misconceived.  

First, the IAU noted differences between the 
statements made by the complainant and by his 
seventeen-year-old daughter (who was present during 
the incident) and suggested that these discrepancies 
‘provided elements of doubt’. However, it is 
not unusual for there to be inconsistencies in 
people’s recollections of high-stress situations, 
and the differences in the accounts given by the 
complainant and his daughter did not seem such 
as to render criminal charges unsustainable. 

Cases During the 2024-25 Reporting Period (cont)

8 Section 4(d)(i), CCM Act. 
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Statements from the sergeant, the complainant, 
and the daughter all agreed that it had been the 
sergeant who instigated a physical encounter by 
parking at an intersection and approaching the 
complainant’s side window, a decision which the 
sergeant later admitted had been foolish. Further, 
the complainant and his daughter both stated that 
the sergeant had asked the complainant to get out 
of his car to ‘sort this out’. 

It is clear that both parties used some degree of 
force. The complainant admitted to having grabbed 
the sergeant by the shoulders to try to move him 
away, and to applying force which the complainant 
characterised as a slap and the sergeant as a punch. 
However, it is notable that both the complainant and 
his daughter agreed that the sergeant had placed his 
hands around the complainant’s throat, and that a 
member of the public had intervened to try to make 
the sergeant release his grip. 

Second, the IAU  suggested that the sergeant 
could avail himself of two Criminal Code defences 
(provocation and self-defence) and immediately 
concluded that these would be ‘difficult to 
overcome during any court proceedings’. There 
appeared to have been no consideration of the 
elements of those defences and their applicability 
to the facts in this instance. Given that the 
physical contact between the two men had been 
instigated by the sergeant when he exited his car 
and approached the complainant, it was unclear 
how either defence could be successfully used.

In deciding whether to charge a person with a 
criminal offence, the police must have regard to all 
relevant considerations, including whether there 
is a reasonable prospect of conviction. There will 
be occasions when there is simply not enough 
evidence to charge a suspect with any offence, 
and these are matters for police to determine. It is 
only in rare cases that I will query the exercise of 
prosecutorial discretion. 

I acknowledge that this was not an open-and-shut 
case. There are obvious difficulties in prosecuting 

an assault where both parties have applied force 
to each other as part of an altercation, and  it was 
unfortunate that the member of the public who 
had tried to assist could not be located to provide 
a witness statement. Finally,  there was no footage 
of the incident. Nevertheless, it seemed to me 
that there was more than sufficient evidence for 
a magistrate, rather than the IAU, to determine 
whether an offence had been committed. 

I wrote to the Commission and outlined my concerns 
about the conclusions reached by the police 
investigation. The Commission reassessed the 
complainant’s allegation and I am pleased to say that 
it changed its view, advising me that it now believed 
that the outcome reached by the IAU had not been 
open on the available evidence. The Commissioner 
and I were, therefore, in agreement on the issue. 

The Commission wrote to WA Police to raise 
specific concerns about its investigation and 
suggested that it reconsider the conclusions it had 
reached. In its letter, the Commission advised that 
in its opinion, there was a prima facie case for the 
offences of aggravated assault occasioning bodily 
harm pursuant to sections 317 and 221(b) of the 
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Criminal Code and suffocation and strangulation 
contrary to section 298 of the Criminal Code. 

Unfortunately, WA Police maintained its position 
that the evidence against the sergeant was not 
sufficiently strong to justify bringing any criminal 
charges against him. From my perspective, this 
conclusion was difficult to understand. 

Under the CCM Act it is not open to the 
Commission to reverse any decision made by 
a government agency. Moreover, WA Police is 
an independent body which exercises its own 
discretion regarding prosecutions of alleged 

offenders. Neither the Commission nor I can 
compel the police to charge any individual, 
whether or not they are a serving officer.

Being satisfied that the Commission had now properly 
assessed the complainant’s allegation in its full legal 
and factual context, I had reached the limit of my 
functions. Accordingly, I wrote to the complainant 
to close my file. However, I remain troubled about 
the way in which this matter was dealt with by WA 
Police, including after the Commission had drawn 
its attention to flaws in its investigation. All in all, 
the outcome was unsatisfactory. 

Cases During the 2024-25 Reporting Period (cont)
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1.	 RECORD-KEEPING 

The office is required to have an approved Recordkeeping Plan in accordance with section 19 of the State 
Records Act 2000. 

The office’s plan was approved as part of the Department of Justice’s Recordkeeping Plan in May 2023. 
This arrangement reflects the fact that, although the office is a separate and independent entity under the 
CCM Act, it largely adopts the Department’s policies and procedures in relation to records and information 
management. The Department of Justice includes an appropriate section in the Annual Report which 
addresses the requirements outlined in State Records Commission Standard 2 – Recordkeeping Plans.

The Department of Justice, which provides administrative support to the office, saves relevant records in 
an Electronic Document and Records Management Systems (EDRMS) database. Investigation files and 
audit files are not currently captured or stored on EDRMS. This is because of the confidential nature of the 
information contained within these files. The office has a register of audit files, which is maintained on a 
secure server. 

The office’s retention and disposal authority is currently under review. 

2.	 WA MULTICULTURAL POLICY FRAMEWORK 

The office is included within the multicultural plan developed by the Department of Justice. 

3.	 WORKFORCE INCLUSIVENESS AND DIVERSITY

The office is included within the diversity plan managed by the Department of Justice. 

4.	 COMPLIANCE WITH PUBLIC SECTOR STANDARDS AND ETHICAL CODES

The office is not an office in the public service but complies with public sector standards. Ethical conduct 
and integrity are fundamental to the work of the office.  

Additional Reporting 
Requirements 2024-2025
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7th Floor Albert Facey House 469 Wellington Street Perth    MAIL TO: Perth BC PO Box 8489 Perth WA 6849    TEL: 08 6557 7500

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT

2025

Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission

To the Parliament of Western Australia

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

• the statement of financial position as at 30 June 2025, the statement of comprehensive 
income, statement of changes in equity and statement of cash flows for the year then 
ended

• notes comprising a summary of material accounting policies and other explanatory 
information.

In my opinion, the financial statements are:

• based on proper accounts and present fairly, in all material respects, the operating results 
and cash flows of the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission for 
the year ended 30 June 2025 and the financial position as at the end of that period

• in accordance with Australian Accounting Standards (applicable to Tier 2 Entities), the 
Financial Management Act 2006 and the Treasurer’s Instructions.

Basis for opinion
I conducted my audit in accordance with the Australian Auditing Standards. My responsibilities 
under those standards are further described in the Auditor’s responsibilities for the audit of the 
financial statements section of my report.

I believe that the audit evidence I have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis 
for my opinion.

Responsibilities of the Parliamentary Inspector for the financial statements  
The Parliamentary Inspector is responsible for:

• keeping proper accounts

• preparation and fair presentation of the financial statements in accordance with Australian 
Accounting Standards (applicable to Tier 2 Entities), the Financial Management Act 2006 
and the Treasurer’s Instructions

• such internal control as it determines is necessary to enable the preparation of financial 
statements that are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error.
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In preparing the financial statements, the Parliamentary Inspector is responsible for:

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

• disclosing, as applicable, matters related to going concern

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

Auditor’s responsibilities for the audit of the financial statements
As required by the Auditor General Act 2006, my responsibility is to express an opinion on the 
financial statements. The objectives of my audit are to obtain reasonable assurance about 
whether the financial statements as a whole are free from material misstatement, whether due 
to fraud or error, and to issue an auditor’s report that includes my opinion. Reasonable 
assurance is a high level of assurance, but is not a guarantee that an audit conducted in 
accordance with Australian Auditing Standards will always detect a material misstatement 
when it exists.

Misstatements can arise from fraud or error and are considered material if, individually or in the 
aggregate, they could reasonably be expected to influence the economic decisions of users 
taken on the basis of the financial statements. The risk of not detecting a material 
misstatement resulting from fraud is higher than for one resulting from error, as fraud may 
involve collusion, forgery, intentional omissions, misrepresentations or the override of internal 
control.

A further description of my responsibilities for the audit of the financial statements is located on 
the Auditing and Assurance Standards Board website. This description forms part of my 
auditor’s report and can be found at https://www.auasb.gov.au/auditors_responsibilities/ar4.pdf 

Report on the audit of controls
Opinion
I have undertaken a reasonable assurance engagement on the design and implementation of 
controls exercised by the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
The controls exercised by the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime 
Commission are those policies and procedures established to ensure that the receipt, 
expenditure and investment of money, the acquisition and disposal of property, and the 
incurring of liabilities have been in accordance with the State’s financial reporting framework 
(the overall control objectives). 

In my opinion, in all material respects, the controls exercised by the Parliamentary Inspector of 
the Corruption and Crime Commission are sufficiently adequate to provide reasonable 
assurance that the controls within the system were suitably designed to achieve the overall 
control objectives identified as at 30 June 2025, and the controls were implemented as 
designed as at 30 June 2025.

The Parliamentary Inspector’s responsibilities
The Parliamentary Inspector is responsible for designing, implementing and maintaining 
controls to ensure that the receipt, expenditure and investment of money, the acquisition and 
disposal of property and the incurring of liabilities are in accordance with the Financial 
Management Act 2006, the Treasurer’s Instructions and other relevant written law.
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Auditor General’s responsibilities
As required by the Auditor General Act 2006, my responsibility as an assurance practitioner is 
to express an opinion on the suitability of the design of the controls to achieve the overall 
control objectives and the implementation of the controls as designed. I conducted my 
engagement in accordance with Standard on Assurance Engagements ASAE 3150 Assurance 
Engagements on Controls issued by the Australian Auditing and Assurance Standards Board. 
That standard requires that I comply with relevant ethical requirements and plan and perform 
my procedures to obtain reasonable assurance about whether, in all material respects, the 
controls are suitably designed to achieve the overall control objectives and were implemented 
as designed.

An assurance engagement involves performing procedures to obtain evidence about the 
suitability of the controls design to achieve the overall control objectives and the 
implementation of those controls. The procedures selected depend on my judgement, including 
an assessment of the risks that controls are not suitably designed or implemented as designed. 
My procedures included testing the implementation of those controls that I consider necessary 
to achieve the overall control objectives.

I believe that the evidence I have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for 
my opinion.

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

Report on the audit of the key performance indicators
Opinion
I have undertaken a reasonable assurance engagement on the key performance indicators of 
the Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission for the year ended 
30 June 2025 reported in accordance with the Financial Management Act 2006 and the 
Treasurer’s Instructions (legislative requirements). The key performance indicators are the 
Under Treasurer-approved key effectiveness indicators and key efficiency indicators that 
provide performance information about achieving outcomes and delivering services.

In my opinion, in all material respects, the key performance indicators report of the 
Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission for the year ended 
30 June 2025 is in accordance with the legislative requirements, and the key performance 
indicators are relevant and appropriate to assist users to assess the Parliamentary Inspector’s 
performance and fairly represent indicated performance for the year ended 30 June 2025.

The Parliamentary Inspector’s responsibilities for the key performance 
indicators
The Parliamentary Inspector is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of the key 
performance indicators in accordance with the Financial Management Act 2006 and the 
Treasurer’s Instructions and for such internal controls as the Parliamentary Inspector 
determines necessary to enable the preparation of key performance indicators that are free 
from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error.
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In preparing the key performance indicators, the Parliamentary Inspector is responsible for 
identifying key performance indicators that are relevant and appropriate, having regard to their 
purpose in accordance with Treasurer’s Instruction 3 Financial Sustainability – Requirement 5: 
Key Performance Indicators.

Auditor General’s responsibilities
As required by the Auditor General Act 2006, my responsibility as an assurance practitioner is 
to express an opinion on the key performance indicators. The objectives of my engagement 
are to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the key performance indicators are relevant 
and appropriate to assist users to assess the entity’s performance and whether the key 
performance indicators are free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error, and 
to issue an auditor’s report that includes my opinion. I conducted my engagement in 
accordance with Standard on Assurance Engagements ASAE 3000 Assurance Engagements 
Other than Audits or Reviews of Historical Financial Information issued by the Australian 
Auditing and Assurance Standards Board. That standard requires that I comply with relevant 
ethical requirements relating to assurance engagements.

An assurance engagement involves performing procedures to obtain evidence about the 
amounts and disclosures in the key performance indicators. It also involves evaluating the 
relevance and appropriateness of the key performance indicators against the criteria and 
guidance in Treasurer’s Instruction 3 - Requirement 5 for measuring the extent of outcome 
achievement and the efficiency of service delivery. The procedures selected depend on my 
judgement, including the assessment of the risks of material misstatement of the key 
performance indicators. In making these risk assessments, I obtain an understanding of 
internal control relevant to the engagement in order to design procedures that are appropriate 
in the circumstances.

I believe that the evidence I have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for 
my opinion.

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

Other information
The Parliamentary Inspector is responsible for the other information. The other information is 
the information in the entity’s annual report for the year ended 30 June 2025, but not the 
financial statements, key performance indicators and my auditor’s report.

My opinions on the financial statements, controls and key performance indicators do not cover 
the other information and accordingly I do not express any form of assurance conclusion 
thereon.

In connection with my audit of the financial statements, controls and key performance 
indicators my responsibility is to read the other information and, in doing so, consider whether 
the other information is materially inconsistent with the financial statements and key 
performance indicators or my knowledge obtained in the audit or otherwise appears to be 
materially misstated.
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If, based on the work I have performed, I conclude that there is a material misstatement of this 
other information, I am required to report that fact. I did not receive the other information prior 
to the date of this auditor’s report. When I do receive it, I will read it and if I conclude that there 
is a material misstatement in this information, I am required to communicate the matter to 
those charged with governance and request them to correct the misstated information. If the 
misstated information is not corrected, I may need to retract this auditor’s report and re-issue 
an amended report.  

Matters relating to the electronic publication of the audited financial statements 
and key performance indicators
This auditor’s report relates to the financial statements and key performance indicators of the 
Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission for the year ended 
30 June 2025 included in the annual report on the Parliamentary Inspector’s website. The 
Parliamentary Inspector’s management is responsible for the integrity of the Parliamentary 
Inspector’s website. This audit does not provide assurance on the integrity of the Parliamentary 
Inspector’s website. The auditor’s report refers only to the financial statements, controls and 
key performance indicators described above. It does not provide an opinion on any other 
information which may have been hyperlinked to/from the annual report. If users of the financial 
statements and key performance indicators are concerned with the inherent risks arising from 
publication on a website, they are advised to contact the entity to confirm the information 
contained in the website version.

Mark Ambrose 
Senior Director Financial Audit 
Delegate of the Auditor General for Western Australia
Perth, Western Australia
16 September 2025
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