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Dear Commissioners 

 

Submission: Certain matters relating to the Crime & Corruption Commission 

(Queensland) 

 

Thankyou for the invitation to make a submission to your Inquiry, and for accepting a late 

submission.  Please find attached my submissions addressing the terms of reference. 

For credentials in support of these submissions, please find details here: 

https://experts.griffith.edu.au/18540-a-j-brown/about 

In particular, over the last 20 years, it has been my privilege to lead some of the world’s most 

comprehensive research into public interest whistleblowing and the operation of legislated 

whistleblower protections – an issue which I submit remains at the heart of your Inquiry, since it 

was the central issue leading to the adverse findings of the Parliamentary Crime & Corruption 

Committee (PCCC), in its review of the Crime and Corruption Commission’s investigation of 

former councillors of Logan City Council (December 2021), that the Crime & Corruption 

Commission breached its duties of independence and impartiality in its support for an official 

who reported corrupt conduct under the Public Interest Disclosure Act 2010. 

This issue, along with the more specific questions referred to you for inquiry, remains at the 

heart of present public debate over the structures, legislation, procedures, effectiveness, 

independence and impartiality of the Commission (see pars 32-58 below). 

Accordingly, my submissions include some reference to our research, conducted with the 

support of the Australian Research Council, Queensland Government and relevant agencies 

throughout Australia (see www.whistlingwhiletheywork.edu.au). I hope this assists the inquiry. 

In relation to both this and the more specific issues referred to you for inquiry, you will note my 

submissions include: 

• some strong disagreement with relevant findings of the PCCC, going to the heart of its 

allegations that the CCC failed to fulfil its duties of impartiality and independence 

• reference to the fact that in July 2021, the PCCC rejected my own attempt to make a 

submission on key issues before its review, as falling outside its terms of reference, even 

though those terms of reference and the PCCC’s report shows this not to be the case (see 

pars 53-57 and Attachments 1 and 2). 
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I bring this to your attention, not with any expectation that your Inquiry could or would review 

the conduct of the Parliamentary Crime & Corruption Committee, but to urge you to correct the 

public record on any of the key issues of fact regarding the conduct of the CCC which may be 

relevant to your final recommendations. 

As your terms of reference reflect (especially TOR 10), it is vital that the people of Queensland 

have confidence in the effectiveness, efficiency, impartiality and independence of the Crime & 

Corruption Commission.  Unfortunately, in my view, the one-eyed approach taken by the PCCC 

and its Counsel Assisting to the issues that confronted the CCC at Logan Council, led to 

inaccuracies which have increased that challenge more than they have helped address it. 

This includes findings with respect to the former and current leadership of the CCC which now 

also lead many in the community to incorrectly see your Inquiry as a further investigation “into” 

the Crime & Corruption Commission itself, rather than an inquiry into legislative, policy and 

structural questions to help ensure the Commission continues to do the best possible job. 

For the reasons set out below, I would also urge you to ensure that the central problems of 

legislation, structure and practice giving rise to the Logan events – especially the conflict 

between the CCC’s corruption investigation and whistleblower protection functions exposed by 

these events, but not resolved by the PCCC’s findings – are properly addressed. 

I look forward to your recommendations and offer my best wishes for your important work in 

this regard. 

Yours sincerely 

 

A J Brown 

Professor of Public Policy and Law 

Program Leader, Public Integrity & Anti-Corruption 

Centre for Governance & Public Policy 

 

Boardmember, Transparency International Australia 

Boardmember, Transparency International 
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Submission: Crime & Corruption Commission (Queensland) 

 

Professor A J Brown 

Centre for Governance & Public Policy 
 

 

TOR 3.a. The adequacy and appropriateness of the structure of the Crime and Corruption 

Commission (CCC) in relation to use of seconded police officers 

 
GENERAL ISSUE 

 

1. The Report of the Parliamentary Crime & Corruption Committee on Logan City Council 

(PCCC Report) discusses this issue at p.143, making no adverse finding or recommendation 

in relation to the current CCC-Queensland Police Service policy limiting secondment of non-

specialist police to 3-5 years, and specialist (surveillance and witness protection) police to 8 

years.  The PCCC apparently concluded that the issues arising in the Logan matter (CCC 

Operation Front) were issues of operational and management culture, rather than issues 

arising from the secondment of police officers per se. 

2. In my view, if the CCC is to retain officers who are trained in criminal investigation and 

authorised to exercise police powers, including the power to charge with criminal offences 

(which I support below), then secondment of serving QPS officers remains one efficient and 

effective option for achieving this.  This is provided it is supported by policies (such as 

above) which protect the functions of the Commission as a body which – 

• Needs to remain both institutionally and culturally independent of the QPS 

• Is not simply a law enforcement agency – i.e. whose responsibilities include 

investigation and prevention of corrupt conduct which may extend beyond, or not fit, the 

parameters of criminal offences which define police roles and training. 

3. Should the Inquiry conclude that the best way for the CCC to achieve this balance, is to 

appoint its own authorised officers to exercise police powers independently of QPS powers 

and functions, careful consideration would be need to be given to the training needs, costs 

and legislative implications of this option. 

WIDER STRUCTURAL ISSUE 

4. In my submission, the more important structural issues relating to the CCC’s use of 

seconded police are: 

• The fact that the bulk of police are seconded not to support the CCC’s anti-corruption 

functions, but to support its serious and organised crime and related functions; and 

• The continuing risk of real or perceived conflict of interest in circumstances where 

corruption or serious misconduct concerns arise in respect of those functions, requiring 

the CCC to then ‘independently’ investigate itself. 

5. Even if not directly raised by the Logan case, these issues are relevant to the general ability 

of the CCC to carry out its statutory functions in a way that is ‘efficient, effective, objective, 

fair and impartial and meets the public interest’ (your TOR 10, below). 

6. While the CCC has long had processes in place to manage these potentially conflicting roles, 

in my view the Inquiry provides a timely opportunity to consider whether, in principle, it 

remains the best option to continue with one agency with this conjunction of roles.  While the 

practical benefits of this conjunction may still outweigh real or perceived risks to public 
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integrity, it is more than 20 years since independent consideration was given to the 

desirability and feasibility of separating these roles, as part of ensuring the capacity of and 

public confidence in the Commission. 

7. Accordingly I urge the Inquiry to include this larger, related issue in its deliberations. 

 

TOR 3.b. The adequacy and appropriateness of legislation, procedures, practices and 

processes relating to the charging and prosecution of criminal offences for serious crime 

and corruption in the context of CCC investigations [including] iv. the consequences 

arising from the laying of criminal charges… including the provisions under section 175K 

of the Local Government Act 2009 for a person to be automatically suspended as a 

councillor when the person is charged with a ‘disqualifying offence’ 

GENERAL ISSUE 

8. In my submission, it remains highly effective and appropriate for the CCC to retain the 

power to charge persons with criminal offences in relation to or arising from corruption 

investigations, rather than for this to depend entirely on other agencies. 

9. I note that despite giving this detailed consideration, the PCCC itself did not recommend the 

removal of the power to charge.  While the PCCC’s Logan report (e.g. s 9.4.4) collected a 

range of views from interested parties that the ability of CCC officers to charge blurs 

‘investigative’ and ‘prosecutorial’ functions, in my opinion these views were misinformed 

or misconceived with respect to basic operations of the criminal justice system, including 

the existing powers of police to both investigate and initiate prosecution by way of charge, 

notwithstanding ultimate control by the Director of Public Prosecutions. 

10. History shows that if left to normal police or DPP processes for consideration of charges, 

corruption and official misconduct cases are at high risk of being jeopardised by delay or 

inaction.  This is simply because they are usually complex matters which may also often 

seem comparatively less serious than other offences, when viewed as individual offences 

divorced from their wider implications for public integrity and public trust – resulting in 

them being given insufficient priority or attention relative to their complexity. 

11. Further, wherever delay occurs between the conclusion of an anti-corruption investigation 

(especially if publicly known or reported) and the commencement of action – for example, 

while an investigation report is duly considered at length by independent prosecutors – there 

can be a deleterious effect on public confidence that exposed misconduct will lead to formal 

consequences.  This is especially the case in jurisdictions where anti-corruption agencies 

have the power to report and publicly recommend charges, but do not themselves have 

power to charge (or have a power, but elect not to exercise it). 

12. In my experience, while anti-corruption agencies such as the CCC are properly not 

necessarily limited to criminal investigations, when they do find and report on prima facie 

evidence of criminal conduct, but no criminal process is initiated, confusion and uncertainty 

is easily created in the public mind about the effectiveness of the investigative process or the 

criminal justice system or both – undermining confidence in the rule of law. 

13. These factors mitigate in favour of retaining a power to lay criminal charges, to help ensure 

that a criminal process is initiated in as timely and thorough a manner as possible where 

prima facie criminal conduct is revealed – while also obviously ensuring this power is 

exercised as expertly, accurately and responsibly as possible. 
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SECTION 175K SUSPENSION 

14. A more important issue, which lies at the heart of the complaints of the local government 

lobby about the CCC’s Operation Front, is whether any of the issues giving rise to this 

Inquiry mitigate in favour of changes to the consequences arising from the laying of certain 

charges (‘integrity offences’) under section 175K of the Local Government Act 2009 – 

notably for a person to be automatically suspended as a councillor when the person is 

charged with such an offence. 

15. In my view, the Logan events provide no basis for reducing this legal consequence.  I also 

do not read the PCCC as having made any suggestions in this direction. 

16. The requirement for a public official to stand aside from their duties, if properly charged 

with a criminal offence that goes directly to their fitness to exercise those duties, is an 

important and justified measure which makes a significant contribution to public confidence 

in the response to the corruption risks proven to be present in Queensland local government. 

17. In my submission, what the Logan events demonstrate is rather a need to: 

• expand the category of ‘integrity offences’ which trigger the s.175K consequence, to 

include the criminal offence of reprisal (i.e. the knowing or reckless causation of 

detriment by act or omission) against a person who has relevantly blown the whistle 

under the Public Interest Disclosure Act 2010; and possibly other like offences; and 

• if necessary, to increase the penalty for such an offence from its current maximum of 

two years’ imprisonment, to a maximum of at least three years, to put beyond doubt that 

like the other identified offences, this is indeed a serious criminal offence going to the 

heart of public integrity and the fitness of officials to occupy their office. 

18. In the Logan case, the central adverse findings of the PCCC were based on its assessment 

that the CCC charged seven councillors with fraud, as opposed to the offence of reprisal 

under s.40 of the Public Interest Disclosure Act, in order to (a) trigger the s.175K 

consequence and cause those councillors to be removed from office, thereby also (b) seeking 

to directly rectify the detriment those councillors had imposed on the CEO, who had made a 

public interest disclosure, by voting to terminate the CEO’s employment. 

19. However, irrespective of the PCCC’s conclusion in this respect, it heard evidence from the 

Director of Public Prosecutions that if a charge were to be brought in these circumstances, 

the appropriate charge would have been that of reprisal under the Public Interest Disclosure 

Act rather than the ‘more convoluted’ charge of fraud (PCCC Logan report, p.103). 

20. Separately, the PCCC has recommended, and the Queensland Government has accepted, 

that there should be a review of the effectiveness and appropriateness of protections afforded 

to whistleblowers under the Public Interest Disclosure Act (PCCC Recommendation 1).  

However the events also highlight that irrespective of how the Public Interest Disclosure Act 

is reformed, the omission of whistleblower reprisal offences from the categories of ‘integrity 

offences’ requiring a councillors’ suspension constitutes a gap in s.175K of the Local 

Government Act which should be rectified. 

21. Whistleblower protection is intrinsic to public integrity, and to the duties of all public 

officials, especially leaders.  The duty to refrain from actions which would discourage or 

prevent other officials from coming forward with honest beliefs of corrupt conduct is a 

fundamental responsibility of all those holding public office, especially in respect of other 

officials more junior than or supervised by the official concerned.  For an elected official to 

knowingly or recklessly cause detriment to someone who has made such a disclosure, on 
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matters within their field of responsibility, should plainly be treated as a disqualifying 

‘integrity offence’ for the purposes of s.175K of the Local Government Act. 

22. The fact that a s.40 Public Interest Disclosure Act 2010 offence is not a prescribed ‘integrity 

offence’ in Schedule 1 of the Local Government Act appears to be pure oversight, given that 

the Schedule does already contain at least two other equivalent reprisal offences: 

• s.150AW, Local Government Act 2009 - Protection from reprisal (prohibiting a 

councillor from taking detrimental action against a person in reprisal for a complaint 

about the councillor’s conduct to the independent assessor of local government); and 

• s.150EY, Local Government Act 2009 - Offence to take retaliatory action 

(prohibiting any person from prejudicing, or threatening to prejudice, the safety or 

career of a councillor or another person because a councillor complied with their 

obligation to report a suspected breach of conflict of interest requirements). 

23. Disclosures under the Public Interest Disclosure Act 2010 may be at least as serious, and 

create at least as heavy an integrity obligation on councillors, as the above forms of 

complaint – and often much more so. 

24. There may be other equivalent offences which should logically be added, including: 

• s.211, Crime & Corruption Act 2001 - Injury or detriment to witness (prohibiting a 

person from injuring or threatening to injure, or causing or threatening detriment of 

any kind, to another person anyone has or will give evidence, appear as a witness or 

provide information to the Commission); and 

• s.212, Crime & Corruption Act 2001 - Offence of victimisation (prohibiting any 

person from prejudicing or threatening to prejudice the safety or career of any person, 

or intimidating, harassing or causing them any detriment, because they or anyone 

‘gave evidence to, or helped, the commission in the performance of its functions’). 

25. In my submission, the Inquiry should recommend the rectification of this gap through the 

addition of s.40 Public Interest Disclosure Act 2010 (and any other further integrity offences 

it identifies) to the list of disqualifying integrity offences, or serious integrity offences, 

contained within Schedule 1 of the Local Government Act 2009. 

 

 

TOR 3.c. The adequacy and appropriateness of section 49 of the Crime and Corruption Act 

2001 [including] vi. whether there should be a requirement that the CCC obtain a 

recommendation from the DPP, or a senior independent legal advisor, before police 

officers use their discretion to charge serious criminal offences 

26. The PCCC Logan report details, at length, the impractical and inappropriate consequences 

of a requirement for the CCC to seek, in effect, approval of the DPP prior to charging 

integrity offences – reinforcing the reasons why s.49 of the Crime & Corruption Act 2001 

was amended in 2018 to support a move away from this prior practice. 

27. In my view, these circumstances are not changed by the consequence in Queensland that the 

charging of elected local government officials with designated offences will trigger their 

suspension, as above.  Contrary to the submissions of the LGAQ to the PCCC (Report, 

p.157), the idea that elected local government officials should automatically receive any 

kind of protection from statutory or employment consequences for their behaviour where 

other types of public officials or other citizens might not – even if only a procedural 

protection – is inimical to the rule of law and to public confidence. 
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28. See generally my submissions at pars. 8-13 above. 

29. The CCC is currently free to consult with the DPP or engage independent legal advice when 

considering charging any criminal offence, and on the evidence, continues to do so as 

circumstances require. 

30. In my view, rather than requiring the CCC to first consult the DPP, the Inquiry should 

consider codifying the circumstances in which investigatory and prosecutorial best practice 

would mitigate in favour of consulting either the DPP or an independent legal advisor prior 

to charge, and recommend the addition to these to s.49 as factors that the CCC is required to 

consider when determining whether or not to seek additional advice prior to charge. 

31. Provided that the above consideration is given, in my view the discretion as to whether or 

not to seek that additional advice should nevertheless remain with the CCC (as should the 

discretion as to whether to seek that advice from the DPP or, as may often be more 

appropriate and efficient, from another independent source of advice). 

 

TOR 10. Any recommended legislative, structural, procedural or organisational changes to 

promote the ability of the CCC to carry out its statutory functions in a way that is efficient, 

effective, objective, fair and impartial and meets the public interest in ensuring Queensland 

has an independent crime and corruption body that meets the highest standards of 

integrity and impartiality … 

 

GENERAL ISSUE 

 

32. As noted above (par.18), the Logan case giving rise to this Inquiry centred on the way the 

CCC sought to simultaneously fulfil two different statutory functions: 

• Its primary function of investigating suspected corrupt conduct under the Crime & 

Corruption Act, as had been reported to it by the Logan CEO; and 

• Its secondary function of assisting the protection of public officials who blow the 

whistle on corrupt conduct and/or otherwise assist the Commission with information or 

its investigations, under the Public Interest Disclosure Act and/or sections 211 and 212 

of the Crime & Corruption Act (as noted at par. 24 above). 

33. As already noted, as a result of the Logan events, the PCCC recommended that the 

Queensland Government review the effectiveness and appropriateness of protections 

afforded to whistleblowers under the Public Interest Disclosure Act 2010, including the role 

of the CCC (Recommendation 1).  While I look forward to that review, in my submission it 

is important that this Inquiry also reach its own view as to whether changes are needed to 

promote the ability of the CCC to carry out these functions, because: 

• Despite accepting Recommendation 1, the Government has as yet provided no detail as 

to when, how or by whom the proposed additional review will be undertaken; 

• After five years, the Government is already yet to act on existing recommendations for 

reform of the Public Interest Disclosure Act, made by the Queensland Ombudsman’s 

statutory review of the Act in 2017; 

• The conflict between these two functions was the central cause of the difficulties giving 

rise to the Logan events, and remains at the heart of unresolved questions regarding the 

effectiveness, objectivity, fairness and impartiality of the Commission’s operations as 

highlighted by the PCCC; 
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• The ongoing potential for conflict between these functions is not limited to the CCC’s 

role under the Public Interest Disclosure Act, as similar protection challenges may 

arise in any case of reprisal against a person who provides information to or assists the 

CCC and is entitled to protection under sections 211 or 212 of the Crime & 

Corruption Act, irrespective of whether it amounts to a whistleblowing disclosure 

under the Public Interest Disclosure Act. 

34. In the Logan case, as noted above (par. 18), the PCCC’s central findings that the CCC 

breached its duties of independence and impartiality, which have given rise to your Inquiry, 

flowed from its assessment that the CCC overstepped its powers and responsibilities in the 

support which the CCC sought to provide to the CEO of Logan City Council. 

35. Notably, the PCCC’s findings of overreach and partiality flowed from the CCC’s decision 

not to exercise its power to intervene formally in support of the CEO’s reinstatement 

proceedings in the Queensland Industrial Relations Commission (QIRC), as entitled to do 

under s.48(2) of the Public Interest Disclosure Act, nor initiate proceedings for injunctive 

relief in the Supreme Court as entitled by s.49(2) of that Act. 

36. As the PCCC report details, and as criticised by the PCCC, the CCC sought to help prevent 

and remedy what it considered to be unlawful detrimental action against the CEO in other 

ways, including: 

• by warning Logan City Council against any reprisal 

• by asking the Government to assist with the CEO’s legal expenses, once she was 

terminated by the Council and made her own QIRC application for reinstatement 

• by seeking to ensure that full evidence of the councillors’ alleged dishonesty and 

collusion in the termination process was available to all parties to the QIRC proceedings 

• as noted earlier, by charging the majority councillors with fraud. 

THE CONFLICTING FUNCTIONS 

37. Unfortunately, despite its adverse findings with respect to the CCC’s actions, the PCCC did 

not properly address the question of what the CCC should have done to protect someone 

who provides originating information or assistance to a corruption investigation in such 

circumstances – in large part, in my view, because the PCCC chose to overlook evidence 

that these decisions flowed not from any personal bias of CCC officers towards the CEO, 

but from a conflict in the current form of the CCC’s functions. 

38. The evidence provided by the CCC, and reported but not specifically addressed by the 

PCCC, was that it chose indirect rather than direct formal means of legal support under the 

PID Act because: 

• It was ‘inappropriate to become involved in civil litigation while simultaneously 

investigating alleged criminal and corrupt matter in relation to matters the subject of the 

civil litigation’ (CCC letter of August 2018, summarised at PCCC Report, p.23) 

• ‘there was a greater public interest in the Commission focussing on the serious criminal 

investigation in its ongoing Operation Front (which had commenced before the QIRC 

proceeding)’ (CCC submission to the PCCC, at Report, p.50) 

• On the evidence of the CCC Chair, Alan Macsporran QC, the first duty of the 

Commission was to fulfil its corruption investigation functions even if this was at the 
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cost of its whistleblower protection functions, rather than running any risk of 

jeopardising the former by formally pursuing the latter: 

 

No matter what you thought of her, she was [someone who had made] a PID. There is a 

tendency sometimes to forget how important it is in the public sector generally—and I am sure 

in the private sector as well, frankly—to do whatever can be done to protect PIDs. If you are 

not seen to be protecting PIDs, you undermine the entire ability to have corruption reported 

and properly dealt with by agencies such as ourselves… 

That is why, whilst we could have ignored Ms Kelsey—and I would be sitting here now if we 

had ignored her and there would be an inquiry into why I was not taking some action to 

protect someone who was a public interest discloser. We did not join the action through [in] 

sympathy for her. And I have termed it one of the hardest decisions I have ever made in this 

role, not to join in her action because I did have sympathy for her in her situation. But we 

decided not to do that, but to do what we could, whilst we did what we should do, more 

importantly, which was to pursue the corrupt conduct investigation. 

(Evidence of CCC Chair, Alan Macsporran QC to PCCC, 17 Aug 2021, PCCC Report p.52) 

 

39. The issue for the Inquiry under TOR 10 therefore remains: whether additional legislative or 

procedural changes are needed to promote the ability of the CCC to properly fulfil a 

statutory function of preventing, stopping or remedying detrimental action against a public 

official who, on its reasonable assessment, deserves protection as a result of reporting 

corruption or otherwise assisting the Commission – whether under the PID Act or its own 

enabling legislation. 

40. In particular, the outstanding questions remain: 

• Whether it was necessary and correct for the CCC to prioritise its primary investigation 

function over its whistleblower or witness protection function in this way 

(notwithstanding its support for equivalent outcomes through other actions); and, to the 

extent that this was the case, or might be the case in future situations: 

• What reform is needed to enable legislated whistleblower and witness protection 

objectives to be properly fulfilled, in a manner that minimises any compromise to the 

primary investigation function, including to: 

i. the statutory functions or powers of the CCC or any other agencies, 

ii. legislation, procedures and resources for ensuring that corruption whistleblowers 

can access the legal support needed to properly assert the legislative protections to 

which they are supposedly entitled, 

iii. tribunal procedures with respect to the admissibility, publication and/or suppression 

of evidence derived from or relating to the primary investigation. 

41. In my submission these remain important related questions for this Inquiry because they are 

the key ones on which overall confidence in the CCC’s capacity, effectiveness and 

independence continue to depend, as a result of these well publicised events. 

42. I stand ready to assist the Inquiry with further submissions on these issues should it agree 

that these are issues it should explore. 
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RELEVANT ISSUES OF FACT 

43. In considering whether or how to address this issue, the Inquiry may wish to assess the 

reasons why the PCCC did not already do so, despite its centrality to the Logan events. 

44. In case this assists, in my submission a first reason is that from the outset, the PCCC 

accepted the premise of the LGAQ’s complaint – in my view, incorrectly and 

inappropriately – that valid whistleblower protection issues did not, in fact, arise in the 

Logan case, and that the CCC had wrongly inserted itself into what was simply an industrial 

dispute between the CEO and her Mayor and Council. 

45. This premise was built largely on the fact that the CEO’s QIRC application for reinstatement 

ultimately failed (Kelsey v Logan City Council & Ors (No.8) [2021] QIRC 114). 

46. However, this premise was actually false, because: 

• Notwithstanding the QIRC decision, it has never been contested that the CEO did make 

a public interest disclosure and/or was entitled to protection under the Crime & 

Corruption Act; 

• The QIRC’s primary reasons for dismissing the application were not that a protected 

disclosure had not been made or that it did not attract protection, but (i) that the PID Act 

protections did not constitute an ‘industrial law’ and hence were not triggered by her 

specific application, and (ii) that her termination was made by the Council as a body 

corporate, as her employer, rather than the individual majority councillors whose 

conduct she alleged to constitute detrimental action 

• These reasons are themselves legally questionable, raise serious questions about the 

workability of the protections, and remain subject to an application for leave to appeal; 

• In fact, the disclosures made by the CEO have led to corruption and misconduct charges 

being laid against the Mayor, which were sustained at committal and on which he 

remains due to stand trial, notwithstanding the withdrawal of the fraud charges laid 

against the seven councillors who voted to terminate the CEO. 

47. Secondly, most of the suggestions that the CEO was not entitled to whistleblower 

protections rely on the fact that the CEO only made her written disclosure of suspected 

corrupt conduct by the Mayor on 12 October 2017, two days after the Mayor commenced an 

adverse probationary review of her performance. 

48. This fact has been widely used to suggest that the adverse employment process could not 

have been in retaliation for the disclosure (see e.g. PCCC Report, pp.17, 33, 63). 

49. However, while not referenced by the PCCC, the detailed evidence heard by the Queensland 

Industrial Relations Commission confirms that in fact: 

• the conflict between the CEO and Mayor over his ethical conduct, including matters 

included in the disclosure of 12 October 2017, commenced by at least August and 

September 2017 – i.e. prior to his initiation of the adverse process; and 

• the reasons given by the councillors for the loss of trust that led them to vote to 

terminate the CEO, were not simply based on her professional performance, but also 

because of the fact she had made the public interest disclosure (see Kelsey v Logan City 

Council & Ors (No.8) [2021] QIRC 114 at inter alia pars. [102]-[112], [307]). 
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50. Far from being unusual in public interest whistleblowing, empirical research indicates that 

this kind of chain of events is perfectly typical of the circumstances for which whistleblower 

protections are designed and in which, in theory, they should be triggered – see in particular: 

• Peter Roberts (2014), ‘Motivations for whistleblowing: Personal, private and public 

interests’ in A. J. Brown, D. Lewis, R. Moberly and W. Vandekerckhove (eds), 

International Handbook on Whistleblowing Research (Edward Elgar Publishing), p.207; 

• A. J. Brown et al (2019), Clean As A Whistle: Report of the Australian Research 

Council Linkage Project Whistling While They Work 2 (Griffith University) at pp.12-16 

(https://www.whistlingwhiletheywork.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/Clean-as-a-

whistle-Key-findings-and-actions-WWTW2-December-2019.pdf) 

51. These factual issues are highlighted because they reinforce the public interest in ensuring 

that the fundamental problem of the conflicting statutory duties of corruption investigation 

and whistleblower/witness protection is analysed and resolved. 

52. Contrary to the LGAQ complaint and its acceptance by the PCCC, this was the real and 

central issue in the Logan events.  In my submission, public confidence in the CCC cannot 

be fully restored until this issue is properly, professionally and independently analysed – 

something that the PCCC did not achieve – and suitable reforms identified and enacted. 

REJECTED SUBMISSION 

53. Finally, a third reason which the Inquiry may wish to consider, for why the PCCC did not 

properly address this issue, is that its process was biased or otherwise miscarried, by virtue 

of it not being open to (or in any event, not receiving) evidence relevant to a full and 

comprehensive treatment of these questions. 

54. In support of this possibility, I draw your attention to my own attempt to make a submission 

to the PCCC on issues within its terms of reference, including this issue as well as the 

specific issue of the CCC’s power to lay criminal charges, in July 2021 (Attachment 1). 

55. Unfortunately, the Secretary to the PCCC informed me that any such submissions by me 

would not be accepted or published as they had been deemed outside the terms of reference 

(Attachment 2).  In my view, this was plainly not the case, as would also tend to be 

demonstrated by the centrality of these issues to the PCCC’s report, and your own Inquiry. 

56. I cannot say whether other submissions or sources of opinion, challenging the premises of 

the LGAQ complaint, were similarly rejected out of hand by or on behalf of the Committee.  

However, in my submission, the fact that my attempted submission to the PCCC was (in my 

view, improperly) rejected is fully consistent with the errors of fact and interpretation, and 

the overlooking of key issues, that are a hallmark of the PCCC’s report. 

57. I draw this background to your attention in full disclosure, and in case it assists the Inquiry 

to better understand the issues it has now inherited, not with any expectation that it can or 

will review the specific circumstances by which the rejection of my submission came about. 

58. I will be happy to further assist the Inquiry. 

___________________________ 
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Late submission: Crime & Corruption Commission / Logan City Council inquiry

A J Brown 
Tue 27/07/2021 7:23 PM
To:  pccc@parliament.qld.gov.au <pccc@parliament.qld.gov.au>

Dear Committee Secretary

I seek your indulgence to make a late submission to the above inquiry, and to inform the Committee
that I would be happy to appear before the Committee to address the issues raised.

My submissions and evidence would relate particularly to terms of reference:
e. the CCC’s involvement in related civil matters including those which were brought
before the Queensland Industrial Relations Commission and Queensland Industrial
Court, including the CCC’s interaction with former councillors, the former CEO of Logan
City Council and any other relevant officers of Logan City Council at relevant times; and
j. the CCC’s role in charging persons with an offence arising from its investigations.

My background and qualifications can be found here: https://experts.griffith.edu.au/18540-a-j-
brown

My submissions relating to TOR (e) would be substantially to the effect that the complaint of
"interference" in employment-related litigation is misconceived in various significant respects, due to
its misunderstanding of the purpose and intended operation of the Public Interest Disclosure Act
2010 (Qld) and like whistleblower protection legislation in Australia and around the world. 
Irrespective of what view the Committee takes with respect to the opinions of the Queensland
Industrial Relations Commission regarding the Crime & Corruption Commission's involvement in the
proceedings, it is my submission that the Commission's overall interpretation of the relationship
between that Act and the questions of employment law with which it was dealing, also failed to
adequately take account of the purpose and intended operation of the PID Act.  This has important
implications for the workability of the PID Act in Queensland and like legislation nationally, in
addition to bearing upon the Committee's view as to the appropriateness or otherwise of the
Commission's involvement.

Since the Committee's conclusions are likely to have significant bearing upon when and how the PID
Act is reformed to better fulfil its purposes, I would be happy to assist the Committee in further
explanation of these issues.  By way of background, some of the research I have led in the field of
whistleblower protection policy and legislation -- including research which contributed to reform of
the PID Act in 2010 -- can be found here:

www.whistlingwhiletheywork.edu.au
www.whistlingwhiletheywork.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/Clean-as-a-
whistle_A-five-step-guide-to-better-whistleblowing-policy_Key-findings-and-actions-
WWTW2-August-2019.pdf

https://parkesfoundation.org.au/activities/orations/2019-oration/

https://transparency.org.au/public-interest-whistleblowing/


My submission relating to TOR (j) is that the role of the CCC in charging persons with an offence is an
important facility which has increased the effectiveness and relevance of the Queensland
commission relative to other similar Australian commissions.  This power and role goes to the heart
of significant debates over the function and role of such commissions, which have been raised by the
complaint.  I would be happy to assist the Committee in its considerations of whether this role is
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appropriate.  By way of background, some of the research I have led on the roles and powers of
Australian anti-corruption agencies can be found here:


https://transparency.org.au/a-strong-federal-integrity-commission/


I look forward to your advice as to whether these brief late submissions are accepted, and whether
the Committee would like me to provide any further assistance at a public hearing.

Yours sincerely
AJB

A J Brown | Professor of Public Policy & Law

Program Leader | Public Integrity & Anti-Corruption

Centre for Governance & Public Policy |  

Griffith University | Nathan Campus | QLD 4111 | Australia







Project Leader, Australian Research Council Linkage Projects Whistling While They Work 2: Improving managerial responses to

whistleblowing in public and private sector organisations and Strengthening Australia's national integrity system: priorities for

reform. 
Boardmember, Transparency International and Transparency International Australia
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4 May 2022 

 

 

Hon Tony Fitzgerald AC QC 

Hon Alan Wilson QC 

Commission of Inquiry relating to 

   the Crime and Corruption Commission 

submissions@cccinquiry.qld.gov.au 

 

 

Dear Commissioners 

 

Response to further questions 

 

Thankyou for your letter of 22 April 2022 and the questions it contained. 

Please find some answers below – I am happy to elaborate further on specific issues. 

1. How best should the CCC ensure it does not become (or is not simply) a law enforcement 

agency which happens to be responsible for also investigating corruption matters? For 

example, you have referred to the need for policies to ensure against this and limitations 

on terms of secondment. 

What, if any, other policies, practices, procedures etc. might you consider would be useful 

and appropriate in this regard, with particular focus on the structure of the CCC 

regarding the use of seconded police officers. 

See answers to Question 2 below.  When it comes to the specific issue of use of (or reliance 

on) seconded police officers, a key way to protect the core anti-corruption role and mission 

of the Commission is by shoring up both the operational capacities and the broader 

professional philosophy, skills and capacities for judgment that go with the reality that anti-

corruption is broader than simply the investigation of specific criminal offences. 

Slightly more broadly, putting aside the question of whether anti-corruption and serious and 

organised crime commission functions are best still located in the one agency (or assuming 

that they will continue to be), I would also suggest: 

• Shoring up the budgetary security and independence of the anti-corruption functions of 

the Commission, by statute, to ensure these are insulated from the risk of internal 

budget decisions (either autonomously or under direct or indirect budget pressure from 

a Government) that could see deprioritisation of resources for key “softer” anti-

corruption functions relative to criminal investigation functions; 

• The types of key anti-corruption functions I have in mind, which seem at regular risk of 

deprioritisation and are also one or two steps removed from the traditional 

responsibilities of law enforcement agencies, include: 
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(i) investigations into ‘grey area’ corruption concerns (e.g. where there are plainly 

corruption risk issues or suspected high-risk behaviours or unanswered 

questions, but not necessarily clear evidence of any criminal offence or 

likelihood of any criminal prosecution); 

(ii) concerns or allegations of this kind especially relating to ministerial or other 

parliamentary or electorally-related behaviour; 

(iii) the capacity of the Commission to effectively – and in a timely way – review, 

oversight, give direction to and where necessary, take over anti-corruption 

investigations that it refers back to agencies; 

(iv) the capacity of the Commission to properly support whistleblowers (both those 

who provide information directly to the Commission, and the role of the 

Commission in partnership with the Ombudsman in ensuring protections are 

enforced across the system); and 

(v) corruption prevention functions more broadly (see below); 

• Strengthening of statutory duties regarding the necessity of these and similar functions 

would assist in making it difficult for them to be deprioritised whether unwittingly, by 

attrition, by stealth or by executive design. 

• In particular, re: (v): I would recommend strengthening corruption prevention functions 

and duties to provide the Commission with a much more active, enforceable, inquisitive 

and evaluative role in the corruption resilience of any and all parts of the public sector.  

This would require a substantial upgrade of resources and powers that, once properly 

established, should also then be difficult to downgrade and de-fund: 

o For some principles on this recommended approach, arising from our recent 

Australian Research Council funded National Integrity System assessment research, 

see our report Australia’s National Integrity System: The Blueprint for Action 

(November 2020), Focus Area B, Action 4 ‘Legislate stronger corruption 

prevention functions’, pages B11-12 (this is framed through the lens of what the 

Commonwealth should do, but applies to all states as well); 

o For more detail, see attached the full relevant chapter of our draft report, based on 

research by Professor Janet Ransley (who I will also copy these responses to): 

Chapter 5 in Brown, Ankamah, Coghill, Graycar, Kelly, Prenzler & 

Ransley: Governing for Integrity: A Blueprint for Reform, Draft Report of 

Australia’s National Integrity System Assessment (April 2019). 

• It should also be noted that there is currently limited scope for non-criminal corruption 

investigations to be reliably and effectively performed in respect of (ii) 

ministerial/parliamentary conduct matters, above – as highlighted for example by the 

CCC’s  investigations.  In this respect, Queensland still shares with other 

jurisdictions, the problem of limited codes of conduct for ministers and parliamentarians, 

and even more limited means of independent investigation and enforcement. 

 

Whether or not the CCC is the right agency to fill this gap, it needs to be filled – and 

history shows that the CCC has needed to fill this gap, from time to time, in the absence 

of anyone else.  This issue now overlaps with the question of what investigative and 

enforcement powers the Integrity Commissioner should have with respect to 

inappropriate lobbying (and whether it would be better for the CCC to have this role). 
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However, the general issue is important because these types of anti-corruption enquiries 

are an increasingly strong public expectation, but are a long way from the types of jobs 

that most criminally-trained police officers could or should be doing.  (To the extent that 

the CCC’s Logan investigations ran into extra difficulty because they had quite properly 

passed into this more political realm of what standards can and should be applied when 

judging the conduct of elected officials (i.e. those who, in my view quite improperly, 

voted to sack the Logan Council CEO), I think it is indeed possible that these particular 

inquiries might have been best not spearheaded by the police officers who were otherwise 

well qualified to investigate the core corruption matters involved, even if they did so with 

the close oversight and supervision of others in the CCC leadership, including the Chair, 

who had the right background and skills to see a bigger picture.) 

• Further, for most/all of the above functions, past pressure to reduce or sideline these 

functions has tended to coincide with arguments that other agencies can/should take 

direct responsibility for them – e.g. line agencies and the Public Service Commission 

for policing misconduct or risks to integrity standards involved in category (i) above; 

Integrity Commissioner to a degree involving (ii); agencies for (iii); Ombudsman or 

others for (iv); agencies and/or QAO for (v). However, this misunderstands both the 

value and importance of having an independent commission to see these functions 

through, and the fact that the Commission will always have to have an overlapping 

jurisdiction with other agencies and their jurisdictions for anti-corruption to be fully 

embedded across government. Embedding such a principle (i.e. in favour of a 

‘partnership’ or ‘redundancy’ approach) more clearly in statutory objectives and duties 

may also be a helpful reform, to help entrench its acceptance. 

• General budgetary security for the entire agency, but at least for its anti-corruption 

functions irrespective of changing priorities for other organised and serious crime 

investigations and enforcement, would also assist. In my submission, this should be 

strongly supported by the Inquiry. 

 

New budgetary models in which core integrity agencies’ budgets are determined 

through a direct parliamentary process (as funding to officers of parliament) and not 

through the Government’s annual budget, are now in place in New Zealand and in 

Victoria, and have been strongly recommended by the NSW Auditor-General for NSW: 

see Focus Area A of our November 2020 report, Action 2 ‘Guarantee sustainable 

funding and independence’ at A08-13 (again, the issue is framed through the lens of 

Commonwealth events but the same principles apply to all states). 

2. In terms of the appropriate role of seconded police officers at the CCC in corruption 

investigations (as distinct from their role in major crime investigations): 

a) Are current, serving Queensland police officers, seconded to the CCC, best suited for 

this type of investigation? 

In my view, they can be, especially: 

• where criminal offences are alleged or arise, which then require confidence that 

investigations will be conducted and potentially, specific powers exercised, in a 

manner for which serving police officers are likely especially well trained; 

• the fact that they are serving officers, seconded, should also help most easily ensure 

that their training and understanding of how to exercise “police” powers is current 

and up-to-date; as well as helping ensure that they do not perceive their role as CCC 
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investigators to be ones that involve different (or at least, lesser standards) of due 

process and due diligence than would apply if exercising those powers in the course 

of QPS duties (or when they go back to QPS duties); 

• wherever corruption (criminal or non-criminal) concerns provoke similar 

investigative challenges to other complex areas of white-collar crime, fraud, 

deception etc (which is frequently), then police who have had that training and 

experience and have achieved highly, recently in those kinds of investigations are 

especially likely to be highly suitable, and have experience and skills which are 

difficult to source as easily from elsewhere (as opposed to say, police with only 

general duties or traffic experience, or who are specialists in violent crimes); 

• the option of secondment presumably offers some high-performing investigators a 

better career option, than resignation for either a contract or permanent appointment 

at the CCC – and therefore helps attract them to the CCC where otherwise they 

would simply not be available. 

From my observations, these are principal reasons why quality police investigators can 

be the individuals best suited to many anti-corruption investigations, or to key aspects of 

anti-corruption investigations (in addition to the convenience of not having to train 

officers in key aspects, and not having to duplicate legislative authority for key police 

powers e.g. the power to charge, even though that could be done). 

In my experience, police officers who are attracted to integrity investigation roles are 

also often well suited to the specific subject matter, and to non-criminal aspects of 

investigations, either due to their personal values and moral compass and/or other 

personal and professional skills, including judgment, their sense of obligation to the 

community, etc – which in many cases also explains why they became a police officer, 

and why there were/are good at it, in many cases supported by post-1980s QPS training 

and experience. I think it important to keep these positive strengths in mind, while also 

weighing up the importance of the CCC having its own independent culture which can 

also withstand any risk of erosion or compromise in the event that these qualities do not 

happen to be present, or diminish (being also the kind of culture that is needed in 

circumstances where investigations rightly go beyond police training or experience). 

b) Would additional and/or specialised training of seconded police officers likely suffice 

to enable them to adequately investigate corruption matters? If so, what type of 

specialised training is recommended? 

On training of seconded police – I would be sure the answer is yes. However, I am not 

aware what, if any kind of proper stocktake has been done by the CCC or other agencies 

in Australia, or other Queensland agencies that take on police or ex-police in their 

ethical standards units (which over time is quite frequent), to identify what the 

additional training priorities are and then to fill them.  I am sure that some agencies do 

this, at least informally or based on experience – at least through some kind of induction 

program, probably more.  Asking the agencies and compiling a brief stocktake on this, 

would be a very good place to start.  I’d be very happy to comment further on that 

evidence, if it is compiled through the Inquiry? 

On training of corruption / integrity investigators generally – This is probably the 

more important question.  I do know that there are significant skills needs which are not 

necessarily met by police training or any other training… this contributes to the reasons 

why seconded police are an attractive resource (not only because they should hopefully 
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have the specific skills listed above, as relevant to criminal and complex cases, but 

because they have any training and experience as investigators at all). 

On this, see my answer to your final question, below. 

c) Are police officers best placed as investigators to be involved in corruption 

investigation matters? If yes, why? If no, then who? 

Some of the ‘yes’ is answered above, in terms of when/why police officers can 

definitely be best placed to be involved in, or have leadership of corruption 

investigations (from my general observations). 

However while the answer is therefore still ‘yes, often (see above)’, the answer also 

remains ‘not necessarily’, and certainly ‘not in totality’. 

Even where criminal matters are involved, my perception is that having only people 

who are seconded or trained police officers involved (functioning like police officers) 

would not be (or should not be considered) best practice for any Australian anti-

corruption agency or equivalent unit within any large agency. 

Even if a particular matter called for a lot of police investigators (e.g. like a major fraud 

or white-collar crime investigation), you would expect to see a multi-disciplinary team 

which also included: legal expertise; financial investigators or forensic accountants; at 

least one generalist policy officer or public servant with familiarity with the functions, 

standards and normal operational practice in the type of agency or work involved; and 

likely a team leader with broader than just criminal investigation experience – because 

both the forensic side of corrupt conduct investigations, and the tactical and strategic 

decisions required to ‘hit the mark’ in terms of substantive outcomes (including both the 

public interest dimensions of any prosecution policy, but also actions or 

recommendations for non-criminal, policy responses etc), involve questions of public 

duty and public trust which will always go beyond simply the criminal process. 

A parallel would be in anti-cartel or anti-price-fixing investigations by the ACCC – I 

am not sure exactly how they make up their investigation teams, but I would expect to 

find them headed up by people who have a good policy grasp on competition and 

consumer obligations and standards, an ability to investigate how these play out 

normally in very different industries, and a capacity for principled, strategic judgment 

on what the broader social, economic and political ramifications will be of where the 

investigation team tries to draw the line between acceptable and unacceptable conduct 

(in addition to normal evidence-gathering, forensics, fulfilling evidentiary needs, 

exercise of police powers and other investigative specifics crucial to the prospects of 

establishing any criminal or civil penalties). 

To this can be added scenarios where: 

• The conduct may not be criminal at all (or unlikely to be able to be proved to any 

criminal standard) but still amounts to corrupt conduct which should attract 

disciplinary, management or other institutional responses.  In these circumstances, 

agencies often use workplace relations (human resources) investigators who 

themselves may not have the best skillsets, but have better skillsets than many 

police officers for unpacking what is going on, what if any standards were 

breached, and what might be the most appropriate responses. 

• The more ‘political’ contexts for and implications of many corruption issues, 

whether criminality is potentially involved or not (noted above) 
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• The investigation focus is (or should be) squarely on identifying what went wrong 

and/or what could be done to strengthen institutional processes or cultures for the 

purposes of preventing and reduce corruption risk – irrespective of whether any 

individual(s) are being held to account through criminal, disciplinary or other 

processes.  This is a totally different type of investigation with totally different 

forensic, evidentiary and analytical skills, which are even further away from 

traditional police skills. 

d) Broader anti-corruption / integrity investigations training 

As part of the response to these issues, there is certainly a strong argument to be made for 

training to increase and maintain a professional pool of people with good skills for anti-

corruption and integrity investigations.  This has emerged over recent decades as an 

under-met, specialist need among all Australian governments, which spans: 

• Police officers themselves (or others with formal specialist investigation 

experience) who may not have experience in other aspects of the role, in non-

criminal investigations, in policy and evaluation skills beyond narrow forensic 

investigations, or in understanding the policy/political context of their work 

• Others who already make up, or could readily make up, investigation teams and 

could potentially and effectively carry more of the investigation role in many 

cases, but do not come from a law enforcement background (lawyers, forensics, 

HR/workplace complaint investigators etc) 

• Similar needs in other integrity agencies (e.g. complex ombudsman 

investigations) where criminal conduct is less likely, or unlikely to be a focus of 

the investigation, but other investigative issues can be comparable including 

choices of relevant standards, identification of good practices and departures from 

it, use of powers of compulsion, procedural fairness, evaluation of policy 

responses, and identification of reforms and recommendations 

• Similar needs within agencies’ ethical standards and compliance units, where 

most corrupt conduct investigations currently occur (even if oversighted or 

reviewed by the CCC), and which are also often dependent on people with a 

former law enforcement background. 

Expanding this kind of training would be a key step – or even a requirement – for 

reducing dependency on seconded police officers, even if there remains a valid place for 

use of seconded or former police officers in many investigations. 

There seems to be growing recognition of the benefits of expanded training of this kind.  

It has been trialled in a limited way among some university postgrad programs in recent 

years, but without a sustained/sustainable model emerging for an ongoing program.   

 

 

 

 

There nevertheless remains a recognised need for improved training for investigators 

working in these fields.  Apart from other limited earlier initiatives: 

▪ In 2019, the Deputy Ombudsmen (state and federal, who meet nationally) also 

identified the need for a professional training qualification in administrative (i.e. 

non-criminal) investigations, partly in response to the same needs (our University 
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was working with the Queensland Deputy Ombudsman, Angela Pyke, to prepare a 

proposal for such a program, again at Graduate Certificate level, when the Covid 

pandemic also put this initiative on hold); 

▪  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I would also be very happy to assist further with details of the kind of thinking that we 

have previously had about training needs, and the features of a quality, sustainable 

program – if this is among the range of recommendations that the Inquiry is considering. 

Most of this thinking has not been formalised, and was suspended during Covid, as 

already noted – although new market research on demand for postgrad courses in related 

areas has now restarted. 

The most commonly discussed needs I am aware of are not basic investigation training 

(which is often obtained through TAFE Certificate Level IV courses, as well as law 

enforcement training), or specific areas of technical need (e.g. technological trends and 

tools, although these are other areas of need), but training and further education to 

understand the wider roles and contexts involved in integrity investigations.  For your 

information, this was a recent list of relevant topics I recently shared with  as 

being identified gaps in skills or experience of this kind: 

(i) policy and political understanding of the overall integrity / anti-corruption framework of 

any given jurisdiction, i.e. the institutional and political context of the work 

(ii) international context of anti-corruption - UNCAC, AML/CTF regulation, international 

cooperation, trends and blockages, all as they affect Australia 

(iii) use of compulsory powers – obligations, procedures and protections 

(iv) procedural fairness (advanced admin law) for investigators (i.e. non-criminal... although 

something that covers both crim procedure and admin law obligations would be better) 

(v) dispute resolution / conflict resolution / mediation skills, for dealing with and resolving 

complaints (possibly less relevant for ACAs) 
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(vi) investigation planning for results i.e. scoping potential outcomes and identifying relevant 

standards for judgment (beyond criminal and disciplinary standards), anticipating the 

politics of recommended reforms, report-writing 

(vii) multidisciplinary investigations: building and managing teams 

(viii) complainant / witness / whistleblower management and support (and also, reprisal 

investigation skills/standards) 

Also for information, I attach a brochure on our now-abolished Graduate Certificate in 

Integrity & Anti-Corruption program.  Please note, however, this was a policy focused 

program, and any new program designed to meet more of the above needs, would look 

quite different to this and involve more skills-based and operational content. 

I hope these responses assist, and remain happy to assist further. 

Yours sincerely 

 

A J Brown 

Professor of Public Policy and Law 

Program Leader, Public Integrity & Anti-Corruption 

Centre for Governance & Public Policy 
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Hon Tony Fitzgerald AC QC 

Hon Alan Wilson QC 

Commission of Inquiry relating to 

   the Crime and Corruption Commission 

submissions@cccinquiry.qld.gov.au 

 

 

Dear Commissioners 

 

Further submission 

Integrity investigation and professional capability development 

 

Thankyou for the opportunity to make a final further submission to your inquiry. 

Background 

In response to your earlier queries, my submission of 4 May 2022 argued that a key way to 

protect the core anti-corruption role and mission of the Crime and Corruption Commission – 

while continuing to make appropriate and proportionate use of seconded police officers – is 

through development of a range of important operational skills, knowledge and capacities which 

are currently either not guaranteed, are inconsistently obtained and applied, or take an inefficient 

and uncertain amount of time to build up through ‘on the job’ experience alone. 

These professional skills, capacities and areas of knowledge are critical ones now proven by over 

30 years of history, in Australia, with both: 

• the investigation of complex criminal and non-criminal matters in the often unique context 

of official misconduct or corruption, and 

• the investigation and prevention of corruption and wider integrity issues, broader than 

specific criminal offences, and often involving systemic relationships between tangible 

corruption risk and actual corrupt conduct on one hand, and issues of political context, 

culture, leadership, policy, public sector standards and systems, compliance, risk 

management, people management, ethics, education, training and awareness on the other. 

Since your query regarding recommended additional and/or specialised training for seconded 

police officers, I have had opportunity to further discuss the needs, scope and feasibility of 

enhanced professional development for anti-corruption practitioners in these contexts, with a 

number of agencies participating in the new National Anti-Corruption Investigation Network 

(NACIN), other integrity agencies concerned to ensure that related capacity needs are met 

throughout the public sector, and tertiary sector colleagues. 

 

…/2 
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Key additional information 

As a result, further to my 4 May submission, it is fair to say that beyond basic induction of new 

staff into their new legislative and organisational context, professional training in many of the 

key areas – whether for seconded police officers, or for investigators or prevention officers from 

other disciplinary and professional backgrounds – is extremely limited to non-existent. 

It is important to note this is not simply in the case of the Crime & Corruption Commission, or 

Queensland, but nationally. 

Queensland therefore has an opportunity to be both a national leader, and a participant in 

establishing a sustainable national approach, for ensuring that key professional development and 

capability gaps begin to met in an enduring way.  I would urge the Inquiry to make a 

recommendation to that effect. 

As argued in my 4 May submission, there is a strong need for training to increase and maintain a 

professional pool of people with good skills for anti-corruption and integrity investigations, and 

associated functions, including but not limited to former or seconded police.  While the need is 

most acute for specialist anti-corruption agencies such as the CCC, it has emerged over recent 

decades as an under-met, specialist need across all Australian governments and a range of 

integrity functions. 

There is therefore a strong case for a sustainable professional development program to meet 

these needs.  However, based on experience with past University-based, non-University and in-

house training programs as they have arisen, fizzled and died, it is equally clear that a sustainable 

program to meet long-term needs is unlikely to be able satisfied either simply by (a) limited, 

expanded training within single integrity agencies (including the CCC) as isolated exercises, or 

(b) by assuming that tertiary or vocational education and training providers will naturally fill 

these gaps in a strategic or ‘packaged’ way without coordination and government support. 

This is not withstanding that enhanced internal training and induction, and effective utilisation of 

existing third-party capacity can and must play a role. 

Program content 

 provides a preliminary indication of the types of knowledge and skills needs that, 

according to research to date, should shape design of an effective program across these areas. 

While only indicative, it emphasises both obvious and less obvious areas of critical need, shared 

across different parts of the integrity and anti-corruption professional ‘community’.  It also 

demonstrates the viability of designing a suitable full program, which could be scaled up or 

down according to priority needs depending on the scale of available resources. 

In my submission, movement towards such a program is not simply possible and desirable, but 

imperative if long-term issues about investigator and associated capabilities of the CCC and 

similar agencies are to be properly addressed. 

While the scope of program content suggested goes beyond simply servicing the needs of the 

CCC (or other similar anti-corruption agencies), the universal feedback from agencies and 

professionals in the field is that this holistic approach is the necessary one for meeting the needs 

in any given agency, in a sustainable way – especially given: 

• the need for greater transferability of knowledge and skills as individuals move into, through 

and out of any given agency, and 
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• the desirability of maximising the number of individuals who have qualified through such 

training before they even arrive in a corruption/integrity investigation or prevention role, and 

are thus more job-ready from the outset. 

This indicative program structure is also intended to meet some further key principles below. 

Key principles 

Based on my research and discussions, the following key principles would need to drive the 

design of a truly sustainable and enduring program: 

1. Professionally designed, supported and co-delivered by skilled, qualified, multidisciplinary 

tertiary and/or vocational education and training providers, in partnership with key 

government agencies.\ 

2. Supported by public investment in development and establishment, whether through 

specific enhanced agency training budgets, or central government seed investment, or both. 

3. Designed to service a sufficiently large market of individual professionals to be financially 

viable for tertiary and/or vocational education providers to the maximum possible extent, 

without unrealistic over-reliance on ongoing government subsidisation, especially given 

volatility in agencies’ annual training budgets over time. Experienced anti-corruption 

agency managers suggest aiming for a broad market: anyone in a public sector integrity 

role or interested in public sector integrity.  For example, this would include the many law 

enforcement agencies throughout Australia with Professional Standards sections. 

4. Nationally designed and locally delivered to the maximum extent. 

5. Clear multi-level objectives – design and ongoing adaptation to simultaneously meet local 

(agency-specific) needs in specific jurisdictions, statewide capability needs and common 

national needs in a coordinated and strategic way. 

6. Ensuring content addresses strategic, theoretical and policy skills needed to apply existing 

basic skills in integrity-specific contexts, i.e. not base / technical training in investigative 

interviewing, report writing, evidentiary analysis etc, but adaptation, extension and 

application of those technical skills in multi-disciplinary ways in anti-corruption and 

integrity environments. 

7. Career attractiveness to individual public officers (police or others) as a personal 

professional development path, through flexible options that lead to recognisable, 

transferable outcomes – both: 

• award (e.g., TAFE or University accredited qualifications) and 

• non-award (executive education / continuing professional development (CPD)) – 

in order to sustain ‘bottom up’ (student) interest and demand, in addition to perceived ‘top 

down’ (agency) assessments of capability gaps. 

8. Cost options aligned with these different levels of learning assurance or accreditation – e.g. 

per-module fees and base funding per student from government for non-award 

participation, with student-funded top-ups for for-award (university qualification) 

outcomes. 

9. A partnership model (similar to or through the Australia & New Zealand School of 

Government) which maximises the best training talent from across Australian institutions 

and minimises (unsustainable) competition in trying to service a still finite market. 






