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CRIME AND CORRUPTION AMENDMENT BILL 

Mr KRAUSE (Beaudesert—LNP) (4.39 pm): As a member of the committee that examined the 
Crime and Corruption Amendment Bill I rise to make a few comments in this debate. As members have 
heard, the opposition will not be supporting the bill in its present form. That is the case for a number of 
reasons. Primarily, it is because most of the issues dealt with in this bill are also the subject of a 
three-yearly review of the CCC currently being carried out by the PCCC. The PCCC three-yearly review 
process would have been the most appropriate avenue for discussion of many of the issues in this bill.  

I want to touch on the issue regarding anonymous complaints. There were a number of divergent 
submissions to the committee on this issue. In the present act a statutory declaration is required to be 
made in respect of a complaint except in some circumstances. There are exceptions to the present 
regime to enable anonymous complaints to be made.  

It was noted in the report that no other Australian jurisdiction requires complaints to anti-
corruption bodies to be made by statutory declaration. I acknowledge that point. We heard a number of 
varying opinions, in particular from Professor Sampford, who submitted to the inquiry, and the Local 
Government Association of Queensland. As the report sets out, Professor Sampford emphasised the 
significance of confidentiality when making a genuine complaint to the CCC.  

We need to make it clear that there are two distinct issues being spoken about in the report in 
relation to this matter of statutory declarations and complaints. One is whether a statutory declaration 
should be required. As I have said, there are exceptions for where one is not required. The other is the 
importance of maintaining confidentiality when complaints are made to the CCC.  

Professor Sampford emphasised the significance of confidentiality. It is important for the political 
process and also to increase the chance of corrupt conduct being caught and reducing the chance that 
people carrying out corrupt conduct or conduct that may be investigated by the CCC destroying 
evidence or taking other action to cover their tracks. He suggested that there should be an investigation 
of some sort of mechanism for a criminal sanction to apply where people breach that confidentiality, in 
order to safeguard the complaints process. I think that is a suggestion that the government should look 
at very seriously. The PCCC should look at that very seriously as part of the three-yearly review.  

We have seen time and time again members of the public and people who are involved in the 
political process make complaints to the CCC about other people involved in the political process and 
then broadcast it broadly, particularly around election time. Seemingly, the CCC is being used as a 
political football. This is the point that the LGAQ made in opposing the proposed amendment to take 
away the need for a statutory declaration. They think that it will lead to an increase in the number of 
frivolous and vexatious complaints made.  

The Attorney-General referred before to the fact that there are penalty provisions already in place 
for the making of frivolous and vexatious complaints to the CCC. In the inquiry process the CCC advised 
the committee that they have never been used. The offence provisions for the making of frivolous and 
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vexatious complaints have never been used. The LGAQ opposes the proposed amendment due to the 
number of frivolous and vexatious complaints it sees made, particularly around council election times. 
We need to look at the issue of confidentiality and whether a provision can be framed—I am sure it can 
be—to safeguard the confidentiality of complaints and so that the making of a complaint to the CCC is 
not used as a political football, as we have seen it being used in the past. 

The other issue that I want to speak about briefly is the bipartisan appointment process. When I 
listened to Attorney-General’s contribution earlier it was apparent that she was accusing the LNP of 
using the CCC as a political football and of abusing its independence. In actual fact, I think there is 
ample evidence to show that it is Labor that uses the CCC as a political football through the smear of 
candidates that has been undertaken over a number of election campaigns, most notably the 2012 state 
election and the 2016 Brisbane City Council election.  

Its refusal to accept public recommendations, as I understand it, from their hand-picked chair of 
the CCC to tighten up the regulations around complaints to the CCC is absolutely abominable. 
Mr MacSporran, the chair of the CCC, was appointed by the government. As I understand it, in the 
public proceedings of the PCCC he has made very strong comments that the CCC should not be used 
for political purposes and political complaints, especially during election times, and that changes should 
be made to the governing act, the Crime and Corruption Act, to regulate these complaints. I do not know 
why the government will not accept his point of view.  

As a former member of the PCMC I can understand the weight that is attached to the comments 
of the chair of the CCC. We can only conclude, I think, that those members opposite will continue using 
the CCC to smear their political opponents into the future for base political purposes.  

We only need to think back to 2014 to realise that it is Labor that uses the CCC as a political 
football. When we talk about the appointment of the chair or the CEO or a commissioner, think back to 
when the LNP government nominated Mr Favell, a longstanding Parliamentary Crime and Misconduct 
Commissioner— 

Mr Walker: Impeccable guy. 

Mr KRAUSE: He had impeccable credentials and was held in good regard by all sides of this 
chamber. He was nominated by our government to be the chair of the CCC after the former chair had 
been acting in that role for quite a long time. The Labor Party rejected his nomination in the committee 
process. That was a political decision no doubt just like their political decision to act against the spirit of 
the law and the definition of ‘bipartisan support’ of the parliamentary committee that is in the present 
act in appointing Mr MacSporran as the chair of the CCC.  

I make no reflection on Mr MacSporran. This is not about him; it is about the process. It is about 
the process that was abused by those opposite while in opposition to block the appointment of a 
perfectly good candidate as the permanent chairman of the CCC for base political purposes. Now it is 
Labor that refuses to amend the definition of ‘bipartisan support’. This is an executive government that 
is willing to allow the executive to completely dominate the CCC.  

This is what they accused us of doing. This is what they are doing by not amending the act. They 
substituted the member for Mount Isa onto the PCCC to allow their hand-picked nominee to be 
appointed as the chair of the CCC. In fact, they do not just hand-pick the chair of the CCC; they also 
hand-pick the members of parliament who are meant to be the check on the executive because they 
nominate all of the members of the PCCC who can approve that appointment.  

It is a process that has the executive in control of the CCC lock, stock and barrel. This is a Labor 
government that is perpetuating this process. There is no separation of powers when it comes to the 
CCC and the Labor Party—no separation of powers whatsoever. There are no checks and balances on 
the power of this executive to appoint members to the CCC.  

We have given them ample opportunity to adopt another position. It has been spelt out for them 
in the statement of reservation in the committee’s report. It has been spelt out for them what they need 
to do to fix this situation, but they refuse to do it. We know that it is Labor that uses the CCC as a political 
football. It is Labor that is in control. It is this executive government control of the CCC that they do not 
want to relinquish. They have had this control for well over 20 years now. They do not want to relinquish 
it even though we though, in our statement of reservation, delivered them the perfect opportunity to 
make truly bipartisan appointments to the CCC.  

We will be opposing this bill on a number of grounds, primarily because these matters should be 
dealt with by the PCCC in their three-yearly review. There are a number of other issues which the 
government needs to address including confidentiality and the appointments process. 

 


