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1 Executive summary 
This document outlines findings and recommendations from the Strategic Review of the Queensland 
Integrity Commissioner (the Review), undertaken in terms of the Integrity Act 2009 (the Act). 

1.1 Overview 
The Queensland Integrity Commissioner is responsible for providing advice on integrity and ethics issues 
and for maintaining the lobbyists register. The objectives, responsibilities and duties of the Queensland 
Integrity Commissioner are detailed in the Act. The underlying purpose of the Act is to encourage 
confidence in public institutions by helping Ministers, members of the Legislative Assembly, and others 
to deal appropriately with ethics or integrity issues; and regulating contact with lobbyists. 

To achieve this purpose, the Integrity Commissioner performs four primary functions (set out in section 
7 of the Act). They are: 

(a) to give written advice to a designated person on ethics or integrity issues; 

(b) to meet with, and give written or oral advice to, members of the Legislative Assembly; 

(c) to keep the lobbyists register and have responsibility for the registration of lobbyists; 

(d) to raise public awareness of ethics or integrity issues by contributing to public discussion of these 
issues relevant to the integrity commissioner’s functions. 

For the purposes of this Review, we have considered functions under section 7 (a) and (b) together as 
the advisory function.  

Terms of Reference 

The Terms of Reference for the Strategic Review were decided by the Governor in Council, in 
consultation with the Finance and Administration Committee (FAC) and Integrity Commissioner.  

The Terms of Reference require that the Strategic Review of the Integrity Commissioner’s functions 
must be conducted in accordance with Section 86 of the Act. It must include a review of the 
Commissioner’s performance of the functions to assess whether they are being performed 
economically, effectively and efficiently. It includes specific consideration of the following matters: 

 Overview of public integrity frameworks in Queensland, other selected jurisdictions (Section 4) 

 Advisory function (Section 5) 

 Lobbying regulation function (Section 6) 

 Public awareness function (Section 7) 

 Performance and reporting of functions (Section 8) 

 Organisational arrangements supporting the Commissioner (Section 9) 

 Strategic issues for the future (Section 10) 

Overview of findings  
This Review undertook investigation into the scope of operations of the advisory, lobbying and public 
awareness functions of the Integrity Commissioner, the performance of those functions, and the 
organisational arrangements supporting the Commissioner.  
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Four principles for an effective and well-functioning public integrity system have informed the 
consideration of the issues covered in this Review:  Transparency; Simplicity; Consistency; and 
Reasonableness and proportionality. 

A summary of the key findings is provided below, with specific recommendations listed in section 1.2. 

Advisory function 
Under the Integrity Act 2009, the Integrity Commissioner can give written advice to ‘designated persons’ 
about ethics or integrity issues, including conflicts of interest. The Review focused on the scope of 
designated persons, development of advice and disclosure of advice. 

The Review found the scope of designated persons under the Act is appropriate.  It should not be 
expanded to include more junior officers, or local government officers, for whom other channels of 
advice are available. The requirement for senior executives and senior officer to obtain the consent of 
their Chief Executive to seek advice from the Integrity Commissioner is likely to be a practical barrier to 
them utilising the Integrity Commissioner and, on that basis, the requirement should be reviewed. 
Providing an exception to allow former designated persons to access advice relating to post separation 
employment issues for a set period after they leave office also would be beneficial. 

The overlap between the advisory roles of the Integrity Commissioner and the Clerk of the Parliament, 
while currently well managed, has the potential to result in inconsistent advice, and confusion for the 
individual and for the public more broadly. 

While it is appropriate for the Integrity Commissioner of the day to refer to previous advice in order to 
develop an informed position, there should not be a formal obligation for the Commissioner to work to 
a precedent system. However, implementation of an electronic information management system, with 
the capacity to search previous advices, would assist Commissioners in the performance of their 
advisory function.  

The matter of providing a right of reply for the Integrity Commissioner, in instances where they feel that 
their advice has been misrepresented to the public, generated significant discussion.  While it is 
recognised that designated persons should not be deterred from seeking advice due to confidentiality 
concerns, there needs to be transparency as to the full substance of that advice where it has been 
partially disclosed or alluded to by a recipient. 

Lobbying function 
Since 2010 the Integrity Commissioner has been responsible for administering the regulation of lobbying 
activities under the Act. This function involves the maintenance of the Register of Lobbyists and 
approval of a Code of Conduct for lobbyists. The Review focused on definitional issues (who is a 
lobbyist?), management of the Register of Lobbyists and transparency of Ministerial diaries as means of 
monitoring lobbying activity. 

The Review found that the current lobbyist regulation arrangements are ineffective in achieving the 
intent of the Act, in that they apply only to a modest proportion of those engaged in lobbying activity in 
Queensland. Effective regulation requires extending the definition of lobbyists to include in-house 
lobbyists and other third party professionals discharging the lobbying function. The introduction of the 
2013 Lobbying Code of Conduct has increased the disclosure and compliance burden on registered 
lobbyists, but the activities of the remainder of those individuals undertaking lobbying activity are not 
captured.  

Continuing to house the Register of Lobbyists within an independent office with experience in 
regulatory activity is beneficial to support the administrative function of the register. 
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The effectiveness of open diaries as a mechanism of transparency and accountability is contested, 
though the motive is laudable. The initiative is nevertheless only a recent one, and its effectiveness 
should continue to be monitored. 

Public awareness function 
The functions of the Integrity Commissioner include raising “public awareness of ethics or integrity 
issues by contributing to public discussion of these issues relevant to the integrity commissioner’s 
functions”. The Review focused on public awareness-building relating to integrity issues, awareness of 
designated persons and the impact of recent changes to the Crime and Corruption Commission’s (CCC’s) 
education mandate. 

While not directly specified, the public awareness function includes raising the awareness of designated 
persons of the role and function of the Integrity Commissioner, such that they are informed to 
appropriately seek advice. This is a priority for the effective operation of the Act. 

Given changes to the CCC’s responsibilities, all relevant agencies, including the Integrity Commissioner 
and portfolio departments, should be alive to their responsibilities to provide education to their relevant 
publics in integrity and ethics training. 

Performance of the functions of the Integrity Commissioner  
The Review considered the performance of the Integrity Commissioner’s functions. The Review focused 
on efficiency and effectiveness of service provision by the Integrity Commissioner, operational conduct 
and annual reports. 

The Review found that, while the advisory function of the Integrity Commissioner does not lend itself 
readily to formal performance effectiveness measures, advice is provided promptly, and providing 
concise and definitive advice should remain the Commissioner’s imperative. Current monitoring of the 
lobbying function is limited to throughput. Publishing additional statistics in relation to lobbyist type and 
areas of activity would increase the transparency of the lobbyist function.  

The Integrity Commissioner should be subject to the same accountability and performance expectations 
as any other officer accountable to parliament. The FAC is responsible for the parliamentary oversight of 
the role and functions of the Integrity Commissioner and can direct the Commissioner to meet with any 
relevant parliamentary committee.  

There are no substantive issues or concerns with the current format and contents of the Integrity 
Commissioner’s Annual Reports. 

Organisational arrangements supporting the Integrity Commissioner 
The structural and operational aspects of the Integrity Commissioner’s Office were also investigated. 
This Review focused on organisational structure, staffing and workload, finance and budgeting, and 
information technology. 

The Review found that the allocation of the Commissioner’s several functions is clear and logical across 
the structure; however, in practice, there is some overlap between roles. The current staffing of the 
Integrity Commissioner and Office is above that required for the current scope and workload, 
specifically with regard to the lobbying function. There is no case to establish a Deputy Commissioner 
role with the Integrity Commissioner’s Office 

The annual budget remains adequate for the Integrity Commissioner’s Office, and is often underspent. It 
would be useful for the Office to establish a formal budgeting process. 
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The Integrity Commissioner’s website should be seen as a window for better public awareness. The 
current website needs to be redeveloped with that aspiration in mind. In addition, a ‘customer 
relationship management’ (CRM)-type system would add further rigour to information management 
within the Office. 

Strategic issues for the future  
While the Review has reinforced the important contributions made by Integrity Commissioner, 
Queensland’s collective integrity landscape is crowded.  There is an ongoing obligation on government 
to consider alternative ways in which its functions could be delivered and to achieve a simpler 
framework. 

The Review found that the nature of lobbying in Queensland had changed following the introduction of 
the Register of Lobbyists and the increase in related disclosure requirements, driving a significant 
amount of lobbying activity ‘underground.’ As such the current lobbying regulation arrangements do not 
effectively support the intention of the Act. 

The Review also considered the possible extension to the Integrity Commissioner’s functions to include 
examination of declarations of interest to identify possible conflicts of interest.  Adding an investigative 
function to Commissioner’s role would change the inherent nature of the position, introducing a 
potential tension that could impact their ability to successfully discharge their other responsibilities. This 
Review does not support the Integrity Commissioner having such an investigatory mandate.  
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1.2 Summary of recommendations 
This Review has sought to provide recommendations that both draw from the experience to date and 
look to the future operation of the integrity framework in Queensland. 

Table of recommendations 

Recommendation 1. There should be no requirement for managerial consent to support a request for 
advice to the Integrity Commissioner. 

Recommendation 2. The advisory function of the Integrity Commissioner should not be expanded to 
include local government members. 

Recommendation 3. The Act should be amended to allow former designated persons to seek advice 
from the Integrity Commissioner in relation to post-separation employment issues for a period of two 
years after leaving office. 

Recommendation 4. The Commissioner should publish hypothetical case studies addressing common 
issues and the principles on which they are based. 

Recommendation 5. The Commissioner should explore the implementation of an electronic information 
management system that would enable storage and searching of previous advice. 

Recommendation 6. Where a Designated Person publicly discloses that the Integrity Commissioner has 
provided them particular advice, the written advice on that matter should be disclosed in full.  

Recommendation 7. The definition of lobbyists should be expanded to include regulation of in-house 
lobbyists and other professionals discharging the lobbying function. 

Recommendation 8. The Integrity Commissioner should maintain their current role in lobbying 
regulation, and continue to manage the Register of Lobbyists. 

Recommendation 9. The scope of the Register of Lobbyists should be expanded to include individuals 
covered by the revised definition of lobbying (see Recommendation 7 above). 

Recommendation 10. The Integrity Commissioner should seek to more actively educate the relevant 
professional communities as to what constitutes lobbying activity and the expectations that are 
attached to such activity. 

Recommendation 11. The Integrity Commissioner should target education regarding the role and 
functions of the Integrity Commissioner to ‘designated persons’. This should not limit the Integrity 
Commissioner from undertaking additional public education or awareness raising as envisaged by 
s7(1)(d) of the Integrity Act. 

Recommendation 12. The Integrity Commissioner should publish updated policies and procedures on 
the relevant website. 

Recommendation 13. Consideration should be given to the Integrity Commissioner establishing a means 
of collecting information on the lobbying activities of in-house lobbyists. The analysis and publication of 
these statistics may be useful to inform a more precise expansion of the definition. It would be useful 
for the FAC to have oversight of this activity. 

Recommendation 14. The role, title and responsibilities of the Research Support Officer (Lobbying) 
should be clarified to reflect the position’s activities in monitoring the Register of Lobbyists and 
providing advice on related matters. 

Recommendation 15. If the Integrity Commissioner’s current scope is maintained, staffing should be 
reduced to 2.4 FTE (including a 0.4 FTE reduction of the Integrity Commissioner role itself). 
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Table of recommendations 

Recommendation 16. If the Integrity Commissioner’s current scope is extended the Integrity 
Commissioner’s current employment level should be maintained for two years (pending opportunity to 
observe impact). 

Recommendation 17. If the Office’s current scope is extended through expansion of definition of 
lobbying activity subject to regulation, the Principal Policy Officer (Lobbying)’s current employment level 
should be maintained for two years (pending opportunity to observe impact). 

Recommendation 18. Having particular regard to any changes in function recommended by this Review, 
the Integrity Commissioner and the Public Service Commissioner (PSC) should undertake a formal 
budgeting process for the 2015-16 period as a means of benchmarking the required budget going 
forward 

Recommendation 19. The Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) should assist the Integrity 
Commissioner to redevelop the Office’s website as a matter of priority. 

Recommendation 20. The Commissioner should seek the assistance of DPC in scoping the potential 
development and implementation of a customer relationship management (CRM)-type system to 
support the advisory function. 
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1.3 Alignment to the Terms of Reference 
Table 1: Terms of Reference cross-referenced to structure of document 

No. Matter for attention Location in document 

1.  Functions of the Integrity Commissioner 

 Section 5: Advisory function  
 Section 6: Lobbying regulation function 
 Section 7: Public awareness function 

2.  Performance against the relevant objectives of 
the Integrity Act 

 Section 5: Advisory function  
 Section 6: Lobbying regulation function 
 Section 7: Public awareness function 

3.  
The ongoing economy, efficiency and 
effectiveness of the Integrity Commissioner’s 
Office 

 Section 8: Performance of functions 

4.  Service provision 
 Section 8.1: Efficiency and effectiveness of 

service provision 

5.  Operational conduct  Section  8.2: Operational conduct 

6.  Organisational structure  Section 9.1: Organisational structure 

7.  Operational and corporate management 
 Section 9: Organisational arrangements 

supporting the Commissioner 

8.  Comparative models, practices and procedures in 
other jurisdictions 

 Section 4.2: Selective comparison of the 
Queensland integrity system with other 
jurisdictions 

9.  Annual reports and policies  Section 8.3: Annual reports 

 

  



 

|  8  |  

2 Background 
This section provides detail on: 

 The context for the Strategic Review 

 The Terms of Reference for the Review 

 The Reviewer 

 Consultation undertaken throughout the Review. 

2.1 Context for Strategic Review 
This Review constitutes the first strategic review of the Queensland Integrity Commissioner (the 
Commissioner). The requirements for the review are specified under Section 86 of the Integrity Act 2009 
(the Act), allowing for a review of both the Commissioner’s functions and the performance of those 
functions, with a view to assessing whether they are being performed economically, effectively and 
efficiently. 

The Act specifies that the strategic review must be conducted by an appropriately qualified person 
acting as independent officer. The independent reviewer must have no pecuniary interest in the 
outcome of the review and have no established relationship with the Integrity Commissioner. In 
conducting the strategic review, the reviewer has the powers of an authorised auditor under the 
Auditor-General Act 2009 for an audit of an entity. 

Section 88 of the Act specifies that the independent reviewer’s proposed report is to be provided to the 
Premier and the Integrity Commissioner for comment. The Premier and Integrity Commissioner may 
subsequently provide the reviewer written comments on the content of the proposed report, with the 
independent reviewer then able to revise on the basis of these comments. Any comments that are not 
disposed of should be included in full in the report.  

In the above aspect, it should be noted that five differences of professional opinion remain. Details of 
these differences are noted in the body of the report, and included in full at Appendix D. In the interests 
of transparency, complete copies of all comments on the Proposed Report provided by the Premier, 
current Commissioner and former Commissioner are also included as Appendix E.  

The final review report is to be presented to the Premier and the Integrity Commissioner, tabled in the 
Legislative Assembly and referred to the Finance and Administration Committee (FAC) for examination. 
The Committee may comment on any aspect of the report and make recommendations. 

Review timeframes (Section 86 of the Act) specified that the review should be conducted within four 
years of the commencement of the position, that is, by 1 January 2014. Circumstances at the time, 
including the then Government’s Open Government initiative, led Premier Newman to defer the Review 
to a start date of December 2014. The Review was commenced at that time; however, the calling of the 
2015 state government elections meant that the Review was suspended during the election period. 
Following the change of government, Premier Palaszczuk confirmed that the Review should proceed.  

Although the Review is obviously occurring later than was set out in the legislation, the Reviewer has 
made all efforts to conform with the scope of the strategic review as set out under the Act and the 
Terms of Reference. 

The period between the required commencement of the Strategic Review as provided for under the Act 
and delivery of the proposed Review Report in May 2015 has seen the retirement of Integrity 
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Commissioner Dr David Solomon AM (the Former Commissioner) and the appointment of a new 
Commissioner, Richard Bingham. Although the timeframe of the Review covers both the Commissioner 
and Former Commissioner’s tenures, the Act makes no provision for the Former Commissioner to 
review the proposed report. However, the Reviewer has consulted with and received the agreement of 
Commissioner Bingham to provide the Former Commissioner with the opportunity to provide comment 
on the proposed report. 

2.2 Terms of Reference 
The Terms of Reference for the Strategic Review were decided by the Governor in Council, in 
consultation with the FAC and Integrity Commissioner. 

The scope of the Strategic Review is outlined as follows: 

“The first strategic review of the Integrity Commissioner’s functions must be conducted in accordance 
with Section 86 of the Act. 
The strategic review of the Integrity Commissioner’s functions is to include a review of the 
Commissioner’s performance of the functions to assess whether they are being performed economically, 
effectively and efficiently.” 

Additional information relating to scope was outlined in the methodology section of this document, as 
follows: 

“In conducting the strategic review, the appointee is to have regard to the functions of the Integrity 
Commissioner and relevant objectives of the Act in assessing the ongoing economy, efficiency and 
effectiveness of the Office of the Integrity Commissioner. The appointee is to also have regard to the 
Integrity Commissioner’s annual reports, the organisational structure, goals, operational conduct, 
internal/external policies, operational management, corporate management and service provision of the 
Integrity Commissioner. The review should also consider comparative models, practices and procedures 
used by offices in other jurisdictions equivalent to the Integrity Commissioner. 

The appointee is to interview the Integrity Commissioner about the strategic review and consideration 
should also be given to interviewing staff of the Integrity Commissioner and the Finance and 
Administration Committee. The appointee may also wish to consult with a selection of the following 
stakeholders: 

 “designated persons” who may request advice from the Integrity Commissioner on ethics or 
integrity matters (Ministers, Members of Parliament, statutory office holders, Chief Executives of 
government agencies, senior executive officers and senior officers, staffers of Ministers and 
Assistant Ministers), and 

 lobbyists (from the Register of Lobbyists).” 

All required consultations have occurred. Additional consultations have been undertaken to the extent 
that was possible within the limited timeframe. 

The Review’s linkage of these Terms of Reference to the review report is outlined in Section 3.2. 

The Terms of Reference are reproduced in full as Appendix A. 
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2.3 Independent reviewer 

Professor Peter Coaldrake 
Professor Peter Coaldrake was appointed as independent reviewer by Governor in Council on 15 
December 2014. 

Professor Coaldrake is Vice-Chancellor and CEO of Queensland University of Technology (QUT), a 
position he took up in April 2003. He previously had been Deputy Vice-Chancellor in the same 
institution, and prior to that served for four years as Chair (CEO) of Queensland’s Public Sector 
Management Commission, the body established by the Goss government to overhaul Queensland’s 
public sector. Peter Coaldrake is a dual Fulbright Scholar, as a Postdoctoral Fellow in the field of 
politics/public policy (1980 – 1981), and as a Senior Scholar in the field of higher education policy and 
management (2001 – 2002). 

Professor Coaldrake is the author or editor of a number of books and monographs, including as co-
author (with Dr Lawrence Stedman) of Raising the Stakes:  Gambling with the Future of Universities 
(UQP, April 2013), Academic Work in the Twenty-First Century (DETYA, 1999), and On the Brink:  
Australia’s Universities Confronting Their Future (UQP, 1998). He is also the author of Working the 
System:  Government in Queensland (UQP, 1989). 

Professor Peter Coaldrake was supported in this review by Nick Stenson and Laura Gordon of the Nous 
Group (Nous).  

2.4 Consulted parties and research 
In line with the suggested methodology as set out in the Terms of Reference, the Strategic Review 
involved the following consultations: 

 Commissioner and directly associated stakeholders; 

 Government stakeholders; 

 Public service stakeholders; 

 Lobbyists; 

 Outside sources of expertise. 

The consultations were based on a framework document which is reproduced in Appendix B. Some  
further documentary research and investigation was also undertaken. 

Consultations with the Commissioner and directly associated stakeholders 
The Review team (the Reviewer plus Nous officers) interviewed the current Commissioner, Mr Richard 
Bingham, and former Integrity Commissioner, Dr David Solomon, as well as staff members of the 
Integrity Commissioner’s Office. 

 The Review team met in person with Mr Bingham on 5 May 2015 and also received a written 
submission prepared by the Commissioner.  

 The Review team also met with the following members of the Integrity Commissioner’s Office 
on 27 April 2015: 
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 Ms Deborah Clark-Dickson, Principal Policy Advisor (Lobbying) and Mr Craig Hunter, 
Research Support Officer (Lobbying), to discuss the Lobbying function. Ms Clark-Dickson and 
Mr Hunter also facilitated contact with a cross-section of Lobbyists. 

 Ms Mattea Slinger, Executive Assistant, to discuss the general operation and administration 
of the Office. 

 The Review team convened two teleconferences with Former Commissioner Solomon, on 29 
April 2015 and 1 May 2015. 

The Review team also met with members of the Finance and Administration Committee, the 
Queensland Parliamentary Committee that oversees the performance of the Queensland Integrity 
Commissioner, on 20 May 2015. Members present at the consultation were: 

 Ms Di Farmer, Member for Bulimba and Chair of the Committee 

 Mr Michael Crandon MP, Member for Coomera and Deputy Chair of the Committee 

 Miss Verity Barton MP, Member for Broadwater 

 Mr Craig Crawford MP, Member for Barron River 

 Mr Duncan Pegg MP. Member for Stretton 

 Mr Pat Weir MP, Member for Condamine 

Consultations with government stakeholders 
The Review team consulted with a small cross-section of Ministers and Members of Parliament 
stakeholders to fulfil the suggestion to meet with a sample of designated persons who may request 
advice from the Integrity Commissioner on ethics or integrity matters. Those consulted were: 

 Hon Yvette D'Ath, Member for Redcliffe and Attorney General (by phone) 

 Mr Tim Nicholls, Member for Clayfield and former Queensland Treasurer (2012-2015) (in 
person). 

 Hon Peter Wellington, Member for Nicklin and current Speaker of the Legislative Assembly (in 
person). 

 Mr Neil Laurie, The Clerk of the Parliament (in person). 

Consultations with public service stakeholders 
The Review team also consulted with a small cross-section of senior public servants to fulfil the 
suggestion to meet representatives of the other group of designated persons under the Act. Those 
consulted were: 

 Mr David Stewart, Director-General of the Department of Premier and Cabinet and former 
Director-General of the Department of Transport and Main Roads (2008-2012). The Director-
General of the Department of Premier and Cabinet also provides the administrative support and 
portfolio oversight of the Integrity Commissioner. 

 Mr Andrew Chesterman, Project Chief Executive, Public Service Commission and former 
Director-General of the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (2012-2013) and 
Public Service Commissioner (2013-2015). 

Broader consultation with this group was difficult because of the condition that the Integrity 
Commissioner maintain full confidentiality of those seeking counsel. 
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Consultations with lobbyists 
The Review team consulted with a number of lobbyists from the Register of Lobbyists, contact with 
whom was facilitated by the Office of Integrity Commissioner. Those lobbyists were: 

 Mr Gerard Paynter (Barton Deakin), consulted in person on 11 May 2015. 

 Mr Les Timar and colleagues (GRACosway), consulted by teleconference on 18 May 2015. 

 Mr Santo Santoro (Santo Santoro Consulting), consulted by teleconference on 20 May 2015. 

 Mr Peter Costantini (SAS Group), consulted by teleconference on 20 May 2015. 

Consultation with outside sources of expertise 
In order to obtain cross-jurisdictional perspectives on how integrity and lobbying issues are handled 
within comparable jurisdictions, the Review team consulted with the current Integrity Commissioners in 
Ontario Canada) and Tasmania. The consulted commissioners were: 

 Ms Lynn Morrison, Integrity Commission of Ontario (by teleconference on 12 May 2015). 

 Ms Diane Merryfull, Chief Executive Officer, Integrity Commission of Tasmania (by 
teleconference on 12 May 2015). 

Further research and investigation 
To complement the information gathered from these consultations, the Review team also considered 
desktop information from a wide variety of relevant sources, including: 

 Queensland reports and publications - Finance and Administration Committee reports, and 
‘Open Government’ reform publications. 

 Management documents from the Office of the Integrity Commissioner - annual reports and 
website.  

The full list of documents which were reviewed is included as Appendix C. 
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3 Framework for review 
This section provides: 

 The principles that have guided this Review and the development of recommendations. 

 An overview of the structure of this document, aligning the Terms of Reference with the content 
of each section. 

3.1 Guiding principles 
This Review has sought to address the Terms of Reference and, in doing so, to assess the performance 
of functions, as well as provide recommendations that are both draw from the experience to date and 
look to the future operation of the integrity framework in Queensland.  

Four principles for an effective and well-functioning public integrity system have informed the 
consideration of the issues covered in this Review: 

 Transparency – An effective public integrity system encourages politicians and senior public 
officers to make their actions open to the public, demonstrating that decisions are made in the 
best interests of citizens. 

 Simplicity – A public integrity system works best when it is well understood by and does not 
place excessively burdensome demands on those working within it. 

 Consistency – Access to the systems and the nature of outcomes should be equitable and 
reliable. 

 Reasonableness and proportionality – Issues that have the greatest potential to impact the 
public’s interests should be afforded the most attention by the integrity system. 

3.2 Structure of document 
This document is structured to reflect the substantive focus of the Strategic Review. It includes specific 
consideration of the following matters: 

 Overview of the public integrity framework in Queensland and some selective comparisons 
(Section 4) 

 Advisory function (Section 5) 

 Lobbying regulation function (Section 6) 

 Public awareness function (Section 7) 

 Performance and reporting of functions (Section 8) 

 Organisational arrangements supporting the Commissioner (Section 9) 

 Strategic issues for the future (Section 10) 

Each section is organised to provide consideration of each matter for attention. In each case a summary 
is provided, as well as findings and recommendations. 
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4 Overview of the public integrity framework in 
Queensland and some selective comparisons 

This section of document provides: 

 An overview of Queensland’s integrity framework, including the functions of the Integrity 
Commissioner.  

 A comparison of Queensland’s approach with practices in two other relevant jurisdictions, 
Ontario (Canada) and Tasmania.  

4.1 The Queensland Integrity Framework 
This section provides an overview of the responsibilities of the bodies that comprise Queensland’s 
integrity framework, with specific focus on the role of the Integrity Commissioner.  

4.1.1 Queensland’s five integrity agencies 
Queensland has five key integrity bodies - the Crime and Corruption Commission (CCC), the 
Ombudsman, the Information Commissioner, the Integrity Commissioner and the Public Service 
Commission (PSC). The key functions of each body are depicted in Figure 1 below.  

Figure 1: Queensland integrity bodies and function1 

 
                                                             
1 Department of the Premier and Cabinet (2013): Open government reform: Information paper no. 2: Overview of Queensland’s integrity 

framework. 
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The role of Integrity Commissioner was initially established in 1999 under the Public Sector Ethics Act 
1994. At this time, the remit of the Commissioner was limited to providing advice to designated persons 
about conflict of interest issues and to provide advice to the Premier, if asked, about issues concerning 
ethics and integrity including standard setting.  The enactment of the Integrity Act 2009 added to the 
advice that could be provided to designated persons to provide for advice in relation to ethics and 
integrity issues, including conflict of interest issues. It also saw a significant expansion of scope of the 
Integrity Commissioner in relation to lobbying. 

4.1.2 The role of the Integrity Commissioner within this framework 
The objectives, responsibilities and duties of the Queensland Integrity Commissioner are detailed in the 
Integrity Act 2009.  

Section 4 provides that the purpose of this Act is to encourage confidence in public institutions by— 

(a) helping Ministers, members of the Legislative Assembly, and others to deal appropriately with 
ethics or integrity issues; and 

(b) regulating contact between lobbyists and State or local government representatives, and contact 
between lobbyists and key representatives for the Opposition, so that lobbying is conducted in 
accordance with public expectations of transparency and integrity. 

To achieve this purpose, the Integrity Commissioner performs four primary functions (set out in section 
7 of the Act). They are: 

(a) to give written advice to a designated person on ethics or integrity issues; 

(b) to meet with, and give written or oral advice to, members of the Legislative Assembly; 

(c) to keep the lobbyists register and have responsibility for the registration of lobbyists; 

(d) to raise public awareness of ethics or integrity issues by contributing to public discussion of these 
issues relevant to the integrity commissioner’s functions. 

For the purposes of this Review, the functions under section 7 (a) and (b) are considered together as the 
advisory function. 

The advisory function 
Under the Integrity Act 2009, the Integrity Commissioner can give written advice to ‘designated persons’ 
about ethics or integrity issues, including conflicts of interest. This category is defined in section 12 of 
the Act as including: 

 a member of the Legislative Assembly 

 a statutory office holder 

 a chief executive of a department, public service office or nominated government entity 

 senior executives and senior officers (who must provide evidence of the consent of their chief 
executive first)2 

 ministerial staff members 

 other persons nominated by a Minister. 

                                                             
2 See s15(3) of the Integrity Act 2009. 
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Requests for advice on ethics or integrity issues must be in writing. The Integrity Commissioner must 
base the advice provided on relevant approved codes of conduct or approved ethical standards and 
such other standards as the Integrity Commissioner considers appropriate. The advice must be in 
writing. 

The Premier may ask for the Integrity Commissioner’s advice involving any person who is or has been a 
designated person, other than a non-government MP. The Premier may also ask for advice on standard 
setting for ethics or integrity issues.3 

The Commissioner may also meet with and give advice to MPs on ethics and integrity issues in relation 
to their declarations of financial interests.4 

The lobbying function 

Since 2010 the Integrity Commissioner has been responsible for administering the regulation of lobbying 
activities under the Act. This function involves the maintenance of the Register of Lobbyists and 
approval of a Code of Conduct for lobbyists. The regulation of lobbying activity is set out in Chapter 4 of 
the Act.  

The regulatory system is based on the requirement, in section 71 of the Act, that “government  
representatives must not knowingly permit an entity that is not a registered lobbyist to carry out a 
lobbying activity for a third party client with the government representative”.5 

In addition, lobbyists are required to comply with a Lobbyists Code of Conduct, approved by the 
Integrity Commissioner and published on the website. The purpose of the code is to provide standards 
of conduct for lobbyists designed to ensure that contact between lobbyists and government and 
opposition representatives is carried out in accordance with public expectations of transparency and 
integrity. 

4.2 Selective comparison of the Queensland integrity system 
with other jurisdictions 

This section briefly surveys, selectively, how the Queensland Integrity Commissioner model compares 
with other integrity models in Australia and Canada.  

Integrity bodies in Australia and internationally have a wide and variable range of functions. This makes 
comparative analysis of scope and size difficult to conduct. Within this context, Ontario and Tasmania 
have been identified as jurisdictions with integrity structures of relevance to the Queensland context. 

4.2.1 The Integrity Commissioner of Ontario  
The Ontario Office of the Integrity Commissioner is the most comparable to the Queensland model, if 
for no other reason than it was directly referred to in the original design of the Integrity Commissioner 
arrangements for Queensland. 

                                                             
3 See s16 Integrity Act 2009. 
4 See Chapter 4A Integrity Act 2009 
5 Annual reports 
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The Ontario Office has five key areas of current responsibility (under six pieces of legislation):  

 Members of Provincial Parliament (MPP) Integrity – The Integrity Commissioner provides 
conflict of interest advice to Ontario's 107 MPPs. The Commissioner also has the power to 
investigate complaints received from any Member regarding the activities of another Member; 

 Expenses Review for designated groups; 

 Ministers’ Staff Ethical Conduct - Ministerial staff may make an inquiry to the Integrity 
Commissioner regarding their day to day work activities and their personal and/or pecuniary 
interests while employed by a ministry and during their post-employment period. The Office 
also provides training for all staff; 

 Ontario Public Service Disclosure of Wrongdoing – the Office has authority to receive and deal 
with allegations of wrongdoing from public servants working in ministries and public bodies; and 

 Lobbyists Registration – Maintenance of the lobbyist registry. 

It should be noted that substantive changes are presently being made to Ontario’s lobbyists registration 
system as a result of the Public Sector and MPP Transparency and Accountability Act 2014 (yet to be 
proclaimed). These changes broaden the information required to be provided by lobbyists and the 
investigatory and punitive powers in relation to non-compliance.  

Similarities and differences to the Queensland model 
Like the Queensland model, the Ontario Integrity Commissioner has (in addition to other 
responsibilities) an advisory and lobbying oversight function. In relation to the advisory function, the 
Commissioner can provide advice to both MPPs and Ministers’ staff. However, this function (unlike 
Queensland) does not extend to chief executives and senior officials within the public service.  

Like Queensland, the Ontario Integrity Commissioner is also responsible for the management of the 
lobbyist registry. The disclosure requirements for lobbyists encompass and go beyond the Queensland 
model.  

The Ontario Integrity Commissioner also has a broader investigatory remit than the Queensland 
Integrity Commissioner. Currently, the investigatory powers of the Ontario Commissioner include 
complaints relating to MPP integrity and allegations of wrongdoing from public servants. Following 
declaration of the Public Sector and MPP Transparency and Accountability Act (2014) the Commissioner 
will also have the authority to conduct a full investigation when there are allegations that a lobbyist has 
not complied with the Lobbyist Registration Act (1998). 

4.2.2 The Integrity Commissioner of Tasmania  
The Integrity Commission reports directly to Parliament through the Joint Standing Committee on 
Integrity. It has a Chief Commissioner who is also chair of the Board, which has five other members. In 
addition to a Chief Executive Officer, the Commission has misconduct prevention and education officers, 
as well as complaints assessment and investigation officers.  

Under the Integrity Commission Act 2009 (Tasmania) the functions of the Integrity Commission are: 

 Educative, preventative and advisory functions – providing advice to public officers and the 
public about standards of conduct, propriety and ethics in public authorities and to deliver 
education and training relating to ethical conduct.  

 Complaints – receipt and assessment of complaints. 

 Investigations – own motion investigations and investigation into allegations of misconduct. 
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The Commission also supports the work of the Parliamentary Standards Commissioner, who operates 
independently of the Integrity Commission in providing confidential advice on ethical matters to 
Members of the Tasmanian Parliament. 

Similarities and differences to the Queensland model 
The educative, preventative and advisory functions of the Integrity Commissioner, together with the 
advisory role of the Parliamentary Standards Commissioner, are comparable to the Integrity 
Commissioner function in Queensland.  

However, the scope of complaint and investigatory powers within the remit of the Integrity Commission 
in Tasmania are much broader. This reflects the position of the Integrity Commission as the sole 
integrity body operating within the state. That is to say, there is no separate body in Tasmania such as 
Queensland’s Crime and Corruption Commission (CCC), responsible for probing crime, corruption and 
misconduct.  

Further, in Tasmania, the lobbying function is managed within the portfolio agency (Department of 
Premier and Cabinet). 
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5 Advisory function 
The advisory function is directly aligned to the purpose set out in section 4(a) “the purpose of this Act is 
to encourage confidence in public institutions by— 

(a) helping Ministers, members of the Legislative Assembly, and others to deal appropriately with 
ethics or integrity issues; …” 

5.1 Scope of designated persons  
This section addresses all matters for attention under the advisory function that relate to the scope of 
designated persons eligible to receive advice from the Commissioner. 

5.1.1 The existing scope of ‘designated persons’ 
Under the Integrity Act 2009, the Integrity Commissioner can provide advice only to ‘designated 
persons’. This category is defined in section 12 of the Act as including: 

 a member of the Legislative Assembly 

 a statutory office holder 

 a chief executive of a department, public service office or nominated government entity 

 senior executives and senior officers (who must provide evidence of the consent of their chief 
executive first)6 

 ministerial staff members 

 other persons nominated by a Minister. 

There are two limitations on the existing scope applying to designated persons within the public service. 
First, despite constituting the majority of designated persons, senior executives and officers are unable 
to seek advice from the Integrity Commissioner without the consent of their chief executive. And 
second, junior officers are currently outside the remit of the Integrity Commissioner, unless nominated 
by a Minister as a designated person. 

Summary of investigation 
The current legislation prevents senior executives and officials from seeking the advice of the Integrity 
Commissioner without evidence of consent from their chief executive. The former Commissioner and 
FAC have previously recommended that that the Act be amended to allow the Commissioner (at their 
discretion) to provide advice in circumstances where the chief executive has not given the necessary 
authority to the officer.7 That advice stemmed from three concerns with the current arrangements:  

 The requirement to obtain consent may result in significant delay in obtaining advice; 

                                                             
6 See s.15(3) of the Integrity Act 2009. 
7 FAC, Report No 13, Oversight of the Queensland Integrity Commissioner 2011, February 2012:6; FAC, Report No 26, Oversight of the 

Queensland Integrity Commissioner 2012, March 2013:23; Integrity Commissioner - Submission on the review of the Integrity Act: 
http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/integrity-act-review/ics-response-to-review-of-integrity-act-issue-
paper.pdf; Further submission on the review of the Integrity Act: 
http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/integrity-act-review/further-sub-to-dpc.pdf 

http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/integrity-act-review/ics-response-to-review-of-integrity-act-issue-paper.pdf
http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/integrity-act-review/ics-response-to-review-of-integrity-act-issue-paper.pdf
http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/integrity-act-review/further-sub-to-dpc.pdf
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 It may act as a deterrent to the seeking of advice; and 

 The chief executive may refuse to provide consent in an instance where it would have been 
more appropriate for advice to have been sought. 

There is anecdotal evidence which suggests that this condition has prompted senior officers to not 
continue with their request for advice, although such circumstances are not common. 

The former Integrity Commissioner also has advised that removing this restriction on seeking advice is 
unlikely to significantly impact on the workload of the Integrity Commissioner.8  

In relation to junior officers, the limitation on access to the Commissioner is grounded in an expectation 
that public sector bodies provide sufficient internal support to more junior officers on ethics and 
integrity issues, and concern that the Commissioner may be overloaded with requests for advice. 

The view of the current Commissioner is that there may be benefit in junior officers having access to an 
independent source of advice about ethics and integrity issues that operates outside of their normal 
management framework. The converse perspective is that PSC should be required to develop and 
maintain internal processes to provide support to junior officers. The PSC has recently established a 
Public Service Conduct and Performance Excellence service to provide support in fulfilling this function.  

Findings 
The requirement for senior executives and senior officers to obtain Chief Executive consent is likely to 
be a practical barrier to them utilising the Integrity Commissioner. 

There are already adequate means for junior officers to seek support and guidance in relation to 
integrity issues. Where particularly complex or contentious issues arise, the Minister can nominate the 
junior officer as a designated person under the Act for the purposes of seeking further advice from the 
Integrity Commissioner.  

Recommendations 

Recommendation 1. There should be no requirement for managerial consent to support a request for 
advice to the Integrity Commissioner. 

5.1.2 Potential expansion of scope to local government members 
In 2011, the Local Government Association of Queensland appointed the Honorable Joan Sheldon to the 
role of Local Government Ethics Advisor, to provide advice on ethics and integrity issues to the local 
government sector.  

Currently, the Integrity Commissioner has responsibility for local government in respect of the lobbying 
function, but not in relation to the provision of advice. This is notwithstanding the fact that local 
government councillors and officials are responsible for the expenditure of significant public funds 
within their municipalities. 

Considering the purpose of the Act – “to encourage confidence in public institutions…” it can be argued 
that local government should be included within the scope of the advice function of the Integrity Act 
2009. 

                                                             
8 FAC, Report No 13, Oversight of the Queensland Integrity Commissioner 2011, February 2012:6; FAC, Report No 26, Oversight of the 

Queensland Integrity Commissioner 2012, March 2013:23 
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Summary of investigation 
This Strategic Review specifically investigated whether the remit of the Commissioner’s advisory 
function should be broadened to encompass local government. Views differ. 

As well as suggesting the expansion of the definition of ‘designated person’ in relation to junior officers 
and people who have left employment, the current Commissioner suggested that it may be opportune 
to consider whether local government council members and senior staff should also be ‘designated 
persons’. He commented that whilst the Local Government Association of Queensland (LGAQ) has 
arranged for an ethics adviser (Hon Joan Sheldon, a former Deputy Premier) to provide advice to the 
sector, the Commissioner does not see any obvious reason why the Integrity Commissioner’s jurisdiction 
could not extend to council members and senior staff. 

Conversely, the Former Commissioner was strongly of the view that the remit of the Integrity 
Commissioner’s advisory function should not be expanded to encompass local government members. 
This position was based on two considerations:  

 Expansion of scope would result in a substantial increase in workload – The Former 
Commissioner strongly considered that expansion of the Commissioners’ remit to encompass 
local government member would involve a substantive increase in workload that would require 
additional resources. This is particularly so for the oversight of large municipalities. This view 
was generally shared by other stakeholders.  

 Expansion of scope would result in overlap with the role of Local Government Ethics Advisor - 
The Local Government Association of Queensland has already appointed a local government 
ethics adviser to provide ethics and integrity advice to that sector. Expansion of the 
Commissioner’s scope without reform of this role could result in duplication and confusion. It 
was the strong view of the Former Commissioner that any reform of the Ethics Advisor role 
should occur in consultation with that position and is not a matter for this Strategic Review. 

The remit of the Local Government Ethics Advisor is to provide confidential advice to Mayors, 
Councillors and CEO’s in relation to ethics and integrity issues. Advice is available both over the phone, 
and in written form for more complex matters. The Ethics Advisor has also delivered regional 
workshops, in-council workshops and presented at LGAQ and other local government conferences and 
events.  The Ethics Advisor also provides editorial commentary in local government publications in order 
to reinforce key ethics and integrity issues. 

Advice provided relates to ethical decisions that may arise when making decisions in council, including 
use of information, Registers of Interests, Conflicts of Interest and Material Personal Interest, Councilor 
relationship and behaviour issues and declarations. Legal matters and governance matters are dealt 
with through other channels.  The Ethics Advisor, depending on the circumstance, may facilitate the 
coordination of other supporting advice or provide a referral.9 

We note that local government sits outside the scope of the Integrity Commissioner in other 
comparable jurisdictions. 

Findings 
Expansion of scope to encompass local government would result in actual and perceived overlap and 
duplication with the role of Local Government Ethics Advisor.  

More importantly, issues of local government culture and integrity are ideally managed and best 
addressed at local government level. That is to say, it is preferable for local government to assume 

                                                             
9 Details on the role of the Ethics Advisor were provided by the Local Government Association of Queensland.   
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responsibility for ethics and integrity issues and not be subject to ‘policing’ by the State Government. 
None of this should discourage liaison between the Integrity Commissioner and the local government 
sector, on approaches and practices. 

 

Recommendations 

Recommendation 2. The advisory function of the Integrity Commissioner should not be expanded to 
include local government members. 

5.1.3 Potential expansion of scope to former designated persons 
Former designated persons, who have since left office, can no longer seek the advice of the 
Commissioner. However, one of the primary areas where advice is currently sought is in relation to post-
separation employment.10  

Summary of investigation 
The submission of the Former Commissioner was that people who have been a ‘designated person’ 
should be allowed to continue to seek advice in relation to post-separation employment issues for a 
period of 18 months to two years following the date at which they leave office.11   

The current Commissioner has also confirmed a number of instances where a person who was 
previously a designated officer, but who has since left office, seeks advice about a matter arising from 
their public sector employment. Usually this relates to post-separation employment issues. 

Alternative avenues for former designated persons to obtain advice in relation to post-separation 
employment include independent legal advice. It is noted that the Public Service Commission maintains 
policy relating to post-separation employment for former senior government representatives (including 
Ministers) and may also be a potential source of advice. 

Findings 
Allowing former designated persons to access advice relating to post separation employment issues for 
a set period after they leave office would be beneficial in ensuring integrity within the system and 
promoting public confidence. 

                                                             
10 Integrity Commissioner Annual Reports 2009-10, 2010-11, 2011-12, 2012-13, 2013-14.  
11 Integrity Commissioner: Submission to Review of the Integrity Act – Further submission to DPC 

http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/integrity-act-review/further-sub-to-dpc.pdf  

http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/integrity-act-review/further-sub-to-dpc.pdf
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Recommendations 

Recommendation 3. The Act should be amended to allow former designated persons to seek advice 
from the Integrity Commissioner in relation to post-separation employment issues for a period of two 
years after leaving office. 

5.1.4 Meetings with Members on interest issues 
Part 3 of the Integrity Act 2009 provides that a member of the Legislative Assembly (Member) may 
request a meeting with the Integrity Commissioner to provide advice on interests issues12. This advice 
may be provided orally or in writing. 

Concurrently, the Clerk of the Parliament also plays a role in the provision of advice to Members. The 
Clerk, as the principal officer for the Assembly, provides advice to Members as to their ethical 
obligations under Standing Orders (including orders relating to conflicts of interest) and the Code of 
Ethical Standards. The Clerk also provides advice to Members about their disclosure requirements in 
respect of the Members and Related Persons Register of Interests.  

Summary of investigation 
The stated delineation between the advisory functions of the Clerk and the Integrity Commissioner is 
that the Clerk advises Members about what interests need to be declared, while the Integrity 
Commissioner advises Members on how they should manage any conflicts arising from their interests in 
a broader sense.  

In practice, there appears to be an overlap between provision of advice by the Clerk and the provision of 
advice by the Integrity Commissioner. For example, there is potential for both the Clerk and 
Commissioner to be required to provide advice on different aspects of the same matter. This has the 
potential to complicate and confuse matters for the individual seeking advice, and within the public 
more broadly. To manage this overlap, the Clerk and Commissioner have developed a good working 
relationship where they refer Members to the other party for advice where this may seem more 
appropriate.  

There is no legal obligation for Members of the Legislative Assembly, particularly new Members, to 
meet with the Integrity Commissioner. However, there tends increasingly to be encouragement to do so 
and the Integrity Commissioner is involved, along with other relevant statutory officers, in the 
orientation briefings for new Members (which are organised by the Clerk).  

Findings 

There appears to be an overlap between provision of advice by the Clerk of the Parliament and the 
provision of advice by the Integrity Commissioner.  

This overlap, while currently well managed, has the potential to result in inconsistent advice, and 
confusion for the individual seeking advice and for the public more broadly. 

                                                             
12 Interests issues, for a member of the Legislative Assembly, means ethics or integrity issues relevant to the member for, or in, the 

register of the interests of members, or the register of the interests of persons related to members, kept under the standing orders of 
the Legislative Assembly. (s11 Integrity Act 2009 
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5.2 Development of advice 
In a 2014 public briefing13, a member of the FAC asked whether the Integrity Commissioner worked to a 
precedent system, similar to that used by judges within the court system. The rationale behind the 
question was that such a system would be of benefit in ensuring the consistency of advice provided by 
the Commissioner to designated persons.  

While there is no such formal system in place, the Integrity Commissioner does have access to, and 
refers to, previous advice in developing a response to a particular request. Previous advices are 
currently held and searched in hard-copy form.  

This raises two issues for investigation: first, whether there should be a requirement for the Integrity 
Commissioner to follow precedent in the development of advice; and second, whether a formal 
information management system should be implemented to assist the Commissioner in their 
performance of the advisory function.  

Summary of Investigation 
Both the current and former Commissioners are of the strong view that, while consistency of advice is 
highly desirable, the primary consideration should be that each case is weighed on its merits and in its 
particular context. This is due to the nature of the issues being considered, which are typically complex, 
unusual and heavily influenced by the circumstances of the time. Consistency is maintained by reviewing 
previous advice, but this stops short of a formal precedent model.  

A formal precedent system is not used by Integrity Commissioners in other comparable jurisdictions. 
Indeed, introduction of such a system could be considered a retreat to an overly legalistic approach. 

Stakeholders viewed consistency similarly, that is, as an important outcome but not the only 
consideration. They also raised the useful possibility that the Integrity Commissioner should periodically 
publish hypothetical case studies and advice on the most commonly raised matters, as an educative 
guide. This practice already occurs in Ontario.  

It is noted that the current Commissioner is of the view that the confidentiality provision in s.24 of the 
Act currently operates to prevent the publication of de-identified or hypothetical case studies, on the 
basis that it would draw (be it indirectly) on information gained through the process of a designated 
person seeking confidential advice. Hence, the Commissioner believes that the Act must be amended if 
such case studies are to be produced. The Reviewer respectfully disagrees with the position.14 

In relation to information management, both the current and former Commissioners considered that an 
electronic information management system is not necessary at this point in time. Previous advices are 
filed in hard copy and, in their respective views, the quantum of cases is considered manageable for 
manual searching.  

In contrast, the Ontario Office of the Integrity Commissioner maintains a Customer Relationship 
Management (CRM) electronic tracking system, where previous advice can be searched by key word. 
However, it was noted by the Ontario Commissioner that it should be the remit of the current 
Commissioner to determine what information management processes are necessary, including the 
necessary systems for recording and tracking advice. 

                                                             
13 Transcript - public briefing relating to oversight responsibilities of the Integrity Commissioner held on 26 November 2014   
14 See Further Appendix D: Professional differences of opinion, and Appendix E: Copy of comments received.  
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Findings 
While it is appropriate to access and refer to previous advice in order to develop an informed position, 
there should not be a formal obligation for the Commissioner to work to a precedent system. 

Hypothetical or de-identified case studies addressing the principles the Integrity Commissioner applies 
to decide them would demonstrate consistency of approach and provide beneficial public education. 

There is value in implementing an electronic information management system that would enable storing 
and searching of previous advice. This value will continue to increase over time, and would assist current 
and future Commissioners in the performance of their advisory function.  

Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 4. The Commissioner should publish hypothetical case studies addressing common 
issues and the principles on which they are based. 
 
Recommendation 5. The Commissioner should explore the implementation of an electronic information 
management system that would enable storage and searching of previous advice. 

5.3 Disclosure of advice 
Confidentiality is the cornerstone of the Integrity Commissioner’s advisory function. Section 24(1) of the 
Act provides that “a person must not record, use or disclose information in relation to an ethics or 
integrity issue about another person that came to the person’s knowledge because of the person’s 
involvement in the administration of this chapter”. The maximum penalty for breaching the 
confidentiality requirements in the Act is 85 penalty units or one year’s imprisonment. 

Confidentiality for those contacting the Integrity Commissioner for advice is a key condition of success 
for the office. However, the Former Commissioner raised a number of concerns that these same 
confidentiality conditions did not allow the Commissioner the public right of reply where advice 
provided may be subsequently misrepresented to the public.  

Summary of investigation 
The confidentiality provisions in the Act are unambiguous in preventing the Commissioner from publicly 
disclosing any advice provided to a designated person. There is an equally strong view that maintenance 
of confidentiality is critical to the successful operation of the Integrity Commissioner’s advisory function. 

The former and current Commissioners also agree that the strictness of the confidentiality obligations 
within the Act do not provide any opportunity for the Commissioner to correct the record in 
circumstances where advice has been misrepresented. In such an instance the Commissioner can only 
seek to resolve the matter with the individual informally and, if unsuccessful, the ultimate sanction 
would be for the Commissioner to decline to provide advice to that person in the future. This position 
was communicated to the FAC in November 2014.15  

However, there is also interest in ensuring that the public has confidence in the representation of advice 
provided by the Integrity Commissioner. A number of stakeholders raised concerns that this confidence 
can be impacted if the Integrity Commissioner’s name is invoked but the detail of the advice is not then 
fully disclosed.  

                                                             
15 Transcript - public briefing relating to oversight responsibilities of the Integrity Commissioner held on 26 November 2014   
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This Review reaffirms that the disclosure of advice should only occur if the recipient chooses for that to 
occur. However, the proposition was made that, where the recipient of advice chooses to disclose the 
Commissioner’s advice, that advice should be required to be disclosed in full. It follows that such advice 
should be prepared on the basis that it could be released as a public document.  

Findings 
The Act needs to strike a balance between competing policy aims. Designated persons should not be 
deterred from seeking advice due to confidentiality concerns. However, where partial disclosure of 
advice occurs by a recipient, there needs to be transparency as to the full substance of that advice.  

Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 6. Where a Designated Person publicly discloses that the Integrity Commissioner has 
provided them particular advice, the written advice on that matter should be disclosed in full. 
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6 Lobbying regulation function 
The lobbying regulation function is directly linked to purpose 4(b) “the purpose of this Act is to 
encourage confidence in public institutions by— 

(b) regulating contact between lobbyists and State or local government representatives, and contact 
between lobbyists and key representatives for the Opposition, so that lobbying is conducted in 
accordance with public expectations of transparency and integrity.” 

There has been a major focus on regulation of lobbyists in Queensland and other jurisdictions over 
recent years. Indeed, lobbying is sometimes ‘demonised’. However, lobbying is an essential part of the 
contest for ideas that is itself the political process: 

 “Lobbying is a channel that civil society uses for influencing public decision making. Business, labour 
and non-government organisations all exploit to varying degrees…Interest groups will always seek to 
influence government decision-making and are a reality in modern democracies. Indeed, lobbying 
can yield valuable information and data for more informed decision-making. But as lobbying 
happens on the sidelines, if not shadows, of the democratic process, it also brings risks of distorting 
policy and undermining wider public interests”16 

“…public policy advocacy is inextricable woven into the fabric of our constitutional systems because 
it plays a vital role in promoting effective representative government. The right to petition and the 
rights to free speech, to free press, and to free association, are fundamental pillars of democracy. 
Indeed, impeding the ability of people to employ lobbyists to effectively petition governments can 
undermine these rights”17 

“Most Australian lobbying codes suggest that federal and state governments are aware of the need 
to balance transparency with the right of citizens to lobby their representatives.”18 

This section provides a summary of investigation, findings and recommendations relating to the 
following matters for attention: Definitional issues – Who is a lobbyist?; Management of the Register of 
Lobbyists; and Transparency of Ministerial Diaries for monitoring of lobbying. 

6.1 Definitional issues – Who is a lobbyist? 
The Act restricts the function of the Integrity Commissioner to regulation of “professional lobbyists” 
only. For the purpose of the Register of Lobbyists, a professional lobbyist is an entity that carries out a 
lobbying activity for a fee or other reward for a third party client, or whose employees or contractors 
carry out a lobbying activity for a third party client.19 

This definition does not include lobbyists who work in-house (employed by the entity for whom they are 
advocating) for large corporations, for not-for-profit organisations or who operate within peak industry 
associations. The former Commissioner and FAC have previously put forward a view that the current 
definition of lobbyist does not provide the Integrity Commissioner with the scope to effectively regulate 

                                                             
16 Rolf Alter, ‘Clearer lobbying for cleaner policy making’. OECD Observer, May 2010. 
17 Nicholas W. Allard, ‘Lobbying is an Honourable Profession: The  Right to Petition and The Competition To Be Right’, Stanford Law and 

Policy Review, 19(1), 2008, pp.23 – 68. 
18 Deidre McKeown, ‘Who pays the piper? Rules for lobbying governments in Australia, Canada, UK and USA’. Parliamentary Library, 1 

August 2014. 
19 http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/page/lobbyists/who-needs-to-register.shtml 
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all lobbying activity in Queensland. Previous FAC recommendations that the definition of lobbyist be 
expanded from third-party lobbyists to include in-house lobbyists have not been supported by the 
government of the day. 

Summary of investigation 
There is evidence that the current definition of registered lobbyists captures only a relatively small 
proportion of those who lobby government. The former Commissioner has suggested, for example, that 
the activities of registered lobbyists account for as little as 20 percent of all lobbying activity in 
Queensland.20  

Expansion of the definition of “lobbyist” would aid in meeting public expectations of transparency and 
integrity. Similarly an expanded definition would ensure that the lobbying regulation function focuses on 
substance over form – more accurately covering those engaged in a lobbying function, regardless of the 
name given to the activity or role.  

In 2013 the FAC recommended that the definition of lobbyist be expanded from third-party lobbyists to 
include in-house lobbyists. The view of government has been that adoption of this recommendation 
would involve a fundamental change to the scope of the Act and would have a substantive impact on a 
range of businesses, industry associations and peak bodies. It was also proposed that this issue be 
considered as part of the ‘Open Government’ reform agenda in 2013.  

The experience of other jurisdictions may provide some guidance in this matter: 

 The Ontario legislation requires the registration of both third party and in-house lobbyists. In 
2014 this scope was broadened to require registration of any person, organisation or 
partnership where lobbying activity by employees totals more than 50 hours per year. 

 Federal legislation in the United States requires the regulation of any individual who is either 
employed or retained by a client to engage in lobbying activity that includes more than one 
instance of lobbying contact. It also uses a similar threshold approach to Ontario, whereby the 
provision applies to individuals whose lobbying activities on behalf of that client constitute more 
than 20 percent of their time during any three-month period. This includes in-house lobbyists 
employed by organisations that spend more than $12,500 on lobbying in a given quarter. 

 In NSW, 2014 amendments to Lobbying of Government Officials Act 2011 enable the Electoral 
Commission to investigate alleged breaches of the Lobbyist Code of Conduct and impose 
sanctions, which could result in lobbying firms being removed from the Lobbyist Register and 
other organisations being placed on a Lobbyist Watch List. The Watch List will be published on 
the same website as the Lobbyist Register and will contain the names of lobbyists who have 
contravened the Act or the Lobbyist Code of Conduct.  

The view of the current Commissioner is that, while in principle an extension of scope would improve 
the lobbying regulation function, a more proportionate approach (such as that employed by NSW) may 
be more appropriate in the first instance.21 There also may be other avenues to promote transparency 
and integrity in lobbying. For example the current Commissioner has developed a compliance plan for 
the lobbying function to promote achievement of this objective. 

A number of other stakeholders consulted on this matter considered the definitional issue to be of 
critical significance, pointing to the current narrowness of scope as hostile to the effective application of 
the intention of the Act. Indeed it is not unreasonable to expect that the same requirements for 

                                                             
20 This view was based on a study of several annual reports of the federal Canadian scheme. 
21 See Further Appendix D and Appendix E for the comments provided by the Current Commissioner on this matter in full.  
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transparency be applied to in-house operations as well as to those presently covered. The more difficult 
challenge then arises, of how to introduce a revised mechanism in a manageable and proportionate 
way. 

Findings 
The current Lobbyist regulation arrangements are ineffective in achieving the intent of the Act in that 
they apply only to a modest proportion of those engaged in lobbying activity in Queensland.  

A separate but related finding is that the disproportionate focus of the current regulation regime has 
had the unintended consequence of driving a significant amount of lobbying activity underground. This 
observation is expanded on in section 10.2. 

Effective regulation of lobbying in Queensland requires extending the definition of those identified as 
lobbyists to include in-house lobbyists and other professionals discharging the lobbying function. This 
could be achieved by a trial of an Ontario/US-style activity threshold, which could be very 
administratively burdensome, or by experimenting with similar changes to those which have been 
introduced in NSW. 

Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 7. The definition of lobbyists should be expanded to include regulation of in-house 
lobbyists and other professionals discharging the lobbying function. 

6.2 Management of the Register of Lobbyists 
The Queensland Integrity Commissioner is responsible for the regulation of lobbyists and maintenance 
of the Register of Lobbyists. Most other Australian jurisdictions position this as an accountability of the 
public service located within the Department of Premier and Cabinet, or the Public Service Commission. 

The Integrity Commissioner approved a Lobbyists Code of Conduct in March 2010. The Lobbyists Code of 
Conduct replaced the Queensland Contact with Lobbyists Code and supplements the provisions of the 
Integrity Act 2009 relating to lobbyists. In late 2012, the Act was amended to provide that the Lobbyists 
Code of Conduct could impose obligations on lobbyists to give the Integrity Commissioner information 
about lobbying activities carried out by them. On 1 April 2013, the original code was withdrawn and a 
new code issued. The new code includes a requirement for lobbyists to document their contacts with 
government and opposition representatives.22  

The purpose of the code is to provide standards of conduct for lobbyists designed to ensure that contact 
between lobbyists and government and opposition representatives is carried out in accordance with 
public expectations of transparency and integrity. 23 

Summary of investigation 
In public perception terms, there is an advantage in positioning the Register of Lobbyists within an 
independent office, such as the Integrity Commission. The recent shift of the NSW Lobbyist Register 
from the Department of Premier and Cabinet to the independent Electoral Commission reflects this 
recognition. 

                                                             
22 http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/page/lobbyists/code-of-conduct.shtml 
23 http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/page/lobbyists/code-of-conduct.shtml 
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In Queensland, the lobbying regulation function is administered by two staff within the Integrity 
Commissioner’s Office. While the Commissioner has the oversight of the function, most of the 
operational work is performed by the two supporting staff. Following implementation of the new Code 
and ICT system, a high proportion of this function is automated.  

As a result of the recent changes, registered lobbyists are put under an increased disclosure and 
compliance burden. There was concern raised by the FAC at the time that the changes to the Lobbyist 
Code were made, that the increased disclosure obligations would result in lobbyists finding alternative 
ways to conduct business.  

Certainty there are signs that the additional compliance and disclosure obligations may serve as a 
deterrent to engaging registered lobbyists, while larger companies and those in highly sensitive sectors 
may be more inclined to use in-house arrangements. 

Meanwhile, registered lobbyists are very strong in their view that the current disclosure requirements 
are high, and beyond the level required to achieve the policy objectives of transparency in government 
relations and promotion of ethical behaviour. Registered lobbyists make the not unreasonable point 
that, if the current level of disclosure obligations are to be maintained, then those disclosure obligations 
should operate to in-house operations as well.  

The Integrity Commissioner’s office went to considerable efforts to publicise the requirements of the 
lobbyists register both when the Act commenced operation in 2010 and when the new code was 
introduced in 2013. However, a number of stakeholders have urged the Integrity Commissioner’s Office 
to be more proactive in seeking to educate the professional community as to what constitutes lobbying 
activity. There are, evidently, differing levels of understanding in terms of what activities constitute 
lobbying. This is manifested in three ways: 

 Designated persons disclosing all contact with registered lobbyists, even where the nature of the 
discussions was not lobbying; 

 Designated persons not being sure of how to categorise or distinguish lobbying activity from in-
house government relations professionals and/or other non-lobbyist professionals; and 

 Designated persons being reluctant to meet with registered lobbyists on the basis that they are 
unsure of, or potentially wish to avoid the work generated by, the process for disclosure.  

There were anecdotal reports that others have opted for full disclosure to deal with this ambiguity. 

Findings 
Positioning the lobbying register within an independent office with experience in regulatory activity is 
beneficial to support the administrative function of the register. 

The introduction of the revised Lobbying Code 2013 increases transparency in dealings with government 
and promotes public confidence in the integrity of the system.  

The Lobbying Code 2013 has increased the disclosure and compliance burden on registered lobbyists. 
However, a very large amount of lobbying activity is not captured, in particular, the activities of in-house 
lobbyists and other professionals performing lobbying activity. 

The current understanding of what constitutes lobbying activity is not fully clear to designated persons. 

  



 

|  3 1  |  

Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 8. The Integrity Commissioner should maintain its current role in lobbying regulation, 
and continue to manage the Register of Lobbyists. 
 
Recommendation 9. The scope of the Register of Lobbyists should be expanded to include individuals 
covered by the revised definition of lobbying (see Recommendation 7 above). 
 
Recommendation 10. The Integrity Commissioner should seek to more actively educate the relevant 
professional communities as to what constitutes lobbying activity and the expectations that are 
attached to such activity.  

6.3 Transparency of Ministerial Diaries for monitoring of 
lobbying 

While not addressed within the scope of the Integrity Commissioner’s functions under the Act, the 
disclosure of ministerial diaries is closely interrelated with the Commissioner’s lobbyist regulatory 
function.  

Monthly disclosure of diaries detailing portfolio related meetings was introduced by the then 
Government in November 2012 for the stated purpose of promoting transparency and accountability in 
government. This obligation is now contained in the Ministerial Handbook.24  

The Integrity Commissioner’s formal position, as articulated on the Office’s website, is that record 
keeping is a responsibility of government representatives:25  

“The Integrity Commissioner is responsible for maintaining the Queensland Lobbyists Register and 
monitoring compliance by lobbyists and government with the Act and the Lobbyists Code of 
Conduct. … All State and local government agencies, including Ministers’ offices, are responsible for 
keeping a record of contact with lobbyists as set out in the Queensland State Archives' schedule for 
recordkeeping by the Integrity Commissioner.” 

Ministerial diaries provide a source of reconciliation to inform a view on compliance with the Integrity 
Act and Lobbyist Code. Ministerial diaries also require publication of meetings with persons engaged in 
lobbying activity but who are not required to be registered.  

Summary of investigation 
This review encountered very differing views on the requirement and effectiveness of open diaries as a 
means of monitoring lobbyist and government compliance with lobbying regulation.  

While laudable in its intention to increase transparency, there is concern that ministerial diaries may be 
subject to ‘gaming’, such as collusion to exclude particular contact from a diary and the Register of 
Lobbyists. In addition, the publishing of diaries does not include Ministerial Officer diaries.  

                                                             
24 Department of Premier and Cabinet Queensland, Ministerial Handbook, 3.12. 

http://www.premiers.qld.gov.au/publications/categories/policies-and-codes/handbooks/ministerial-
handbook/ethics/ministerialdiaries.aspx  

25 http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/index.shtml 

http://www.premiers.qld.gov.au/publications/categories/policies-and-codes/handbooks/ministerial-handbook/ethics/ministerialdiaries.aspx
http://www.premiers.qld.gov.au/publications/categories/policies-and-codes/handbooks/ministerial-handbook/ethics/ministerialdiaries.aspx
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Having said that, there is no evidence to suggest that extending the requirement to publish open dairies 
to Ministerial Office staff would be reasonable for the burden involved or the additional accountability 
secured. After all, ministers should be the people who bear political responsibility and accountability for 
the actions and behaviours of their own staff. 

A further concern is that the dual requirement for lobbyists to declare contact and for ministers to 
publish contact in diaries leads to ‘two sources of truth’ and inevitable inconsistencies even with the 
best of intentions. Such inconsistencies are then exaggerated by the media and lead to poor public 
perceptions.  

Findings 
The effectiveness of open diaries as a mechanism for public accountability is contested, though the 
motive of the initiative is laudable in terms of the perception of transparency.  

The open diary initiative is still a recent one, and its effectiveness may merit ongoing monitoring.  

Ministers should bear political responsibility and accountability for the actions and behaviour of their 
own staff. 
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7 Public awareness function 
Section 7 of the Act specifies that a key function to the Integrity Commissioner is to: 

(d) to raise public awareness of ethics or integrity issues by contributing to public discussion of these 
issues relevant to the integrity commissioner’s functions. 

This section provides a summary of investigation, findings and recommendations relating to public 
awareness of ethics and integrity issues; awareness of designated persons; and impact of the CCC 
changes. 

7.1 Public awareness of ethics and integrity issues 
Under the Act, the Commissioner has a legislative function to “raise public awareness of ethics or 
integrity issues by contributing to public discussion of these issues relevant to the integrity 
commissioner’s functions”.26 The approach to fulfilling this function is not specified, and is at the 
discretion of the Commissioner acting at the time.  

Summary of investigation 
Previous Commissioners have taken differing approaches to fulfilling this function.  

Former Commissioner Solomon published a number of articles and speeches relating to topical integrity 
issues – including Freedom of Information, Conflicts of Interest and lobbying, ministerial access and the 
public trust, and nepotism. The former Commissioner held the view that although s7(1)(d) is not a 
mandate to comment at large on any matter of public interest, the mandate is reasonably broad as 
ethics or integrity issues are involved in a wide range of matters concerning government structures, 
practices and policies. 

Current Commissioner Bingham takes the view that the public awareness function should be limited to 
ethics or integrity issues more directly relevant to the advisory and lobbyist functions.  This awareness-
raising has been done predominantly through meetings with individual designated persons, notably 
Ministers, and proposed augmentation of the Commissioner’s website. On occasion, the Commissioner 
has responded to requests from journalists for information about the office’s functions, in the context of 
particular topical issues.  

However, increased exposure of the Integrity Commissioner in the public domain can have the parallel 
effect of increasing the risk of reputational damage to the office where an opinion raised may be 
controversial. Any such reputational impact could discourage designated persons from seeking advice, 
an outcome which goes against the objective of the Act and the role of the Commissioner. 

Findings 
The Integrity Commissioner has a legitimate role in raising public awareness in relation to Queensland 
integrity issues. This Review considers that this role, and the enabling section of the Act, should not be 
interpreted so narrowly as to preclude contributing to public discussion of these issues.27 

                                                             
26 See s7 Integrity Act 2009 
27 It is noted that the Integrity Commissioner does not agree with this broader interpretation of the Act, noting that public awareness 

function does not permit awareness activity beyond the other (i.e. advisory and lobbying) functions of the Commissioner . See further: 
Appendix D: Outstanding professional differences of opinion, and Appendix E: Copy of comments received.  
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However, there is a need for balance on this issue. While noting the risks associated with speaking in the 
public domain, the Commissioner must still fulfil their legislative and ethical role in relation to raising 
public awareness. Efforts and focus within the scope of the mandate should be settled by the FAC and 
Commissioner of the time. 

7.2 Awareness of designated persons 
Designated persons must be aware of the role and functions of the Integrity Commissioner to 
appropriately seek advice.  

Summary of investigation 
Understanding of the role and functions of the Integrity Commissioner is particularly important for 
‘designated persons’. In addition to the website, orientations or briefings with MPs and within the public 
service can assist in raising the profile of the Integrity Commissioner and building understanding about 
the circumstances in which it is appropriate to seek advice. Anecdotal references to enquiries that 
would be better directed to other integrity agencies suggest further education on the role and function 
of the Integrity Commissioner is required for this audience. 

Findings 
While not directly specified the public awareness function includes raising the awareness of designated 
persons of the role and functions of the Integrity Commissioner, such that they are informed to 
appropriately seek advice.  

Building designated persons’ awareness of the role and functions of the Integrity Commissioner is a 
priority for effective operation of the Act. 

Education regarding the role and functions of the Integrity Commissioner will have a greater impact for 
designated persons than the public more broadly. 

Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 11. The Integrity Commissioner should target education regarding the role and 
functions of the Integrity Commissioner to ‘designated persons’. This should not limit the Integrity 
Commissioner from undertaking additional public education or awareness raising as envisaged by 
s7(1)(d) of the Integrity Act. 

7.3 Impact of the CCC changes 

Background 
As of 2014, the role of the Crime and Corruption Commission (CCC) role in public education on integrity 
and transparency issues has been reduced. Some aspects hosted by the CCC have migrated to the 
Integrity Commissioner website. 

Summary of investigation 
Stakeholders agree the public education function formally performed by the CCC is important to retain 
within the context of the Queensland integrity framework, regardless of which agency exercises this 
role.  
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The former Commissioner’s view is that the broad public education function previously undertaken by 
the CCC is not really within the scope of the Integrity Act. His perspective is that it would be preferable 
that the CCC regain some of its former responsibilities in public education. 

The current Commissioner is not clear about the extent of his responsibilities to assume a greater role in 
public education. As discussed in 9.2, the Integrity Commissioner has capacity within the current 
resources for some extension in such scope. 

Perhaps more importantly, the Public Service Commission (PSC) has a role to assist portfolio 
departments and agencies to embed ethics and integrity training in their operational activities. 

Findings 
Given changes to the CCC’s responsibilities, all relevant agencies - including the Integrity Commissioner 
and portfolio departments – should be alive to their responsibilities to provide education to their 
relevant publics in integrity and ethics training.  
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8 Performance of functions 
The Terms of Reference for the Review included a requirement to explore ‘service provision’ by the 
Integrity Commissioner. This section provides a summary of investigation, findings and 
recommendations relating to the following matters for attention: Efficiency and effectiveness of service 
provision; Operational conduct; and Annual reports. 

8.1 Efficiency and effectiveness of service provision 
This section addresses all matters for attention relating to the efficiency and effectiveness of service 
provision by the Commissioner. 

8.1.1  Advisory function 
The Integrity Commissioner reports annually on the number of requests for advice received each year 
and the sources of those requests. Sources are identified in the following categories: Premier and other 
Ministers, Assistant Ministers, other MPs, Directors-General, and other Designated Persons.  

The key categories of requests are also identified, with most requests relating to conflicts of interest.  

The Annual Report does not provide any metrics tracking the time taken for the Commissioner to 
provide advice. In addition, there are no ratings of satisfaction with advice provided by the Integrity 
Commissioner. 

The current reporting metrics provide no objective means by which to judge recipient satisfaction with 
service provision. 

Summary of investigation 
Since 2009, the number of requests for advice received by designated persons has ranged between 40 
and 68 requests per year (Figure 2). Over this time, the greatest number of requests were received by 
the Premier and other Ministers, and other designated persons (Figure 3). 

Figure 2: Requests for advice by designated persons, per year 
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Figure 3: Summary of requests (averaged 2009-10 to 2013-14) 

 
The present and former Commissioners agree that gathering subjective information regarding 
effectiveness or satisfaction with the advisory function would be problematic, particularly given the 
confidentiality associated with the provision of advice. Further, the nature of the advisory function does 
not translate well to a satisfaction rating. Designated persons may disagree with the advice provided or 
be unhappy with the outcomes – irrespective of the correct ethical or legal position.  

There is also no such equivalent tracking of integrity advice in other jurisdictions.  

The absence of complaints received in relation to advice provided by the Commissioner was considered 
a general proxy of satisfaction. There was some anecdotal feedback that Commissioner advice was more 
useful where it was concise and provided a definitive answer to the recipient, rather than being 
‘mechanistic’ or ‘hedging’ on an issue. In some cases, Members referenced the need to debrief or 
‘decode’ the advice received with the Clerk of the Parliament in order to understand its implications for 
them. 

The length of time for a request for advice to be responded to varies according to the complexity of the 
request. In most instances, advice is provided on the same or next day as the request.  

Due to the variability in the complexity of requests, it is not appropriate to include time targets or 
metrics in formal reporting processes. In addition, such tracking was not considered an efficient use of 
the finite resources of the office. 

The current Commissioner proposed steps to increase transparency of the Integrity Commissioner’s 
processes and activities. Following upgrade of the current website, the Commissioner intends to publish 
all office policies and procedures on the new website.  

Findings 
The advisory function of the Integrity Commissioner does not translate well to formal performance 
effectiveness measures. However, concise and definitive advice is valued by recipients. 

In the majority of cases, advice is provided promptly. It should be expected that more complex matters 
will require a more considered response. 

Publishing of Integrity Commissioner policies and procedures would aid in increasing transparency of 
activities and also awareness and understanding of the role and functions of the Commissioner. 



 

|  3 8  |  

Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 12. The Integrity Commissioner should publish updated policies and procedures on 
the relevant website. 

8.1.2 Lobbying function 
The Integrity Commissioner’s annual report includes data on the number of registered lobbyists as 
compared to previous years. In addition, the updated register is publicly available on the Integrity 
Commissioner website. Reporting is limited to registered lobbyists. 

There are currently no reported metrics that measure lobbyist satisfaction in their dealings with the 
Integrity Commissioner’s office.  

Summary of investigation 
The metrics available for monitoring lobbyists operating in Queensland cover registered lobbyists and 
registered lobbying entities, extending back to January 2010.  

Figure 4 shows a pattern of increasing numbers of registered lobbyists and registered lobbying entities 
until mid-2013. From this date, numbers of registered lobbying entities has plateaued and the number 
of registered lobbyists has dropped. This movement aligns with the introduction of the new Lobbying 
Code of Conduct and FAC recommendations that analysis on the purpose of the Lobbyists’ contacts be 
included in the Integrity Commissioner’s annual reports.  

Figure 4: Registered lobbyists and lobbying entities28 

 
 

The FAC recommended that further investigation and statistical analysis be undertaken to monitor 
whether the changes have resulted in a move towards greater use of in-house lobbyists.29  This analysis 

                                                             
28 Data sourced from Queensland Integrity Commissioner Annual Report 2013-14, extended using latest available figures from Integrity 

Commissioner’s website - http://lobbyists.integrity.qld.gov.au/register-details/list-lobbyists.aspx 
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has not been undertaken given that there is currently no source of data tracking the use of in-house 
lobbyists. The response of government to date has been that any analysis is at the discretion of the 
Commissioner.30  This Review notes the practical difficulty of collecting meaningful data in relation to in-
house lobbyists, unless and until they are brought within the remit of the Integrity Act. However, there 
would be benefit in the Integrity Commissioner undertaking some preliminary research in this area. The 
implications of this issue are expanded on in section 10.2. 

In Ontario, the Office of the Integrity Commissioner publishes live statistics of registrations by lobbyist 
type (i.e. consultant lobbyists, in-house organisation, or in-house persons and partnerships). In addition, 
lobbyist statistics can be sorted by subject matter, Agency and Ministry.31 

There is no metric to track lobbyist satisfaction about their interactions with the Integrity 
Commissioner’s office. Anecdotally, lobbyists are satisfied with their dealings with the office and have 
built strong relationships with the staff members responsible for the lobbyist regulation function.  

Stakeholders also referred to guidance or practice notes that were published in the past as useful to 
clarifying lobbying regulation processes and expectations. Documented ‘standard advice’ also assists to 
ensure that all lobbyists approaching the office for advice in relation to disclosure requirements are 
provided with a consistent response. There has been some anecdotal feedback that the disclosure 
advice provided is overly cautious.  

There are no confidentiality restrictions to introducing satisfaction or effectiveness measurements in 
relation to the lobbying regulation function. However, any performance measurement introduced 
should not be complex or resource-intensive. Otherwise such tracking may not be an efficient use of the 
resources of the office. 

There is no comparable satisfaction measurement of the lobbying regulation function in other 
jurisdictions. 

Findings 
Further research should be undertaken to confirm whether there has been a move towards greater use 
of in-house lobbyists, and to what extent this has occurred. If in-house lobbyists are brought within the 
remit of the Integrity Act, as proposed in Recommendation 7, barriers to such data collection and 
analysis would be removed. There is capacity for this task to be undertaken by the Integrity 
Commissioner staff responsible for the lobbying regulation function. 

Publishing additional statistics in relation to lobbyist type and areas of activity (as occurs in Ontario) 
would increase the transparency of the lobbying function. If pursued, this would require the 
establishment of a new data source and the statistics should be published on the Integrity 
Commissioner website.  

Guidance and practice notes addressing commonly arising issues for lobbyists are valued and should be 
continued and increased in frequency.  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
29 Finance and Administration Committee – Report No. 44, Oversight of the Queensland Integrity Commissioner 2013 and Review of 

Lobbyists Code of Conduct 
30 Queensland Government Response – Report No. 44, Oversight of the Queensland Integrity Commissioner 2013 and Review of 

Lobbyists Code of Conduct 
31 https://lobbyist.oico.on.ca/Pages/Public/Statistics/Default.aspx 
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Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 13. Consideration should be given to the Integrity Commissioner establishing a means 
of collecting information on the lobbying activities of in-house lobbyists. The analysis and publication of 
these statistics may be useful to inform a more precise expansion of the definition. It would be useful 
for the FAC to have oversight of this activity. 

8.1.3 Public awareness of ethics and integrity issues 
The Commissioner’s annual report tracks website hits and details public speeches and articles published 
each year. In addition, a complete list of publications is contained on the website. 

Summary of investigation 
Tracking of website hits and publications provides very little insight into the quality of public education 
provided, beyond tracking throughput. 

Stakeholders consulted for this Review propose that the level of public education provided by the 
Integrity Commissioner on integrity and transparency issues remains insufficient to build understanding 
of the system. In addition, the 2013 Open Government survey results demonstrate that the majority of 
respondents find the current integrity system confusing.32  

Some other jurisdictions provide examples where this function can be enhanced. For instance, the 
Tasmanian Commission has a designated prevention and education branch, which publishes video 
scenarios and tutorials on common integrity issues, such as conflicts of interest.  

The current Commissioner is of the view that the need for the position to further public education is not 
established; rather, a holistic assessment of the need for, and ways of providing, further public 
education should be undertaken with a view to improving the clarity of the integrity system in 
Queensland. The Commissioner also considers that a whole of government response is required. This 
Review considers that there is an established need for further or more effective education; however, 
there is agreement with the Commissioner that there is value in simplification of existing materials. The 
Review also considers that the Integrity Commissioner should retain a central role in driving public 
education efforts within the designated scope and sphere of influence of the position. 33 

Findings 
Further and more effective education is needed to improve the clarity of the integrity system in 
Queensland.  

8.2 Operational conduct 
The Integrity Commissioner is an independent officer of the parliament. The FAC is responsible for 
oversight of the role and functions of the position, with administrative reporting sitting with the 
Director-General of DPC. Despite this formal delineation, there is some ambiguity as to which party is 
responsible for operational conduct and performance of the position. 

                                                             
32 Department of the Premier and Cabinet (2013): Report of the results from a survey on Queensland’s integrity system. 

http://www.qld.gov.au/about/rights-accountability/open-transparent/review/assets/results-queensland-integrity-system-survey.pdf  
33 See further: Appendix D and Appendix E.  

http://www.qld.gov.au/about/rights-accountability/open-transparent/review/assets/results-queensland-integrity-system-survey.pdf
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This ambiguity was highlighted in two incidents occurring during the tenure of former Commissioner 
Solomon: 

 The differing opinions on Dr Solomon’s public address on the issue of nepotism in the public 
sector; and  

 The obligation or otherwise to attend Estimates.  

Summary of Investigation 
This Review makes no comment on the specifics of either matter. The only point to be made is that, as 
an independent officer of the parliament, the Integrity Commissioner should be subject to the same 
expectations as other offices accountable to the parliament. The FAC is responsible for the 
parliamentary oversight of the role and functions of the Integrity Commissioner, including appointment, 
performance and expectations. The latter would include determining those occasions when the Integrity 
Commissioner should meet with FAC or other relevant parliamentary committees. 

Findings 
The Integrity Commissioner should be subject to the same expectations as any other officer accountable 
to parliament. The FAC is responsible for the parliamentary oversight of the role and functions of the 
Integrity Commissioner and can direct the Commissioner to meet with any relevant parliamentary 
committees. 

8.3 Annual reports 
The Integrity Commissioner is required to submit to the Speaker and the parliamentary committee a 
written report about the performance of the commissioner’s functions for the financial year.34  

Specifically, section 85 (3) provides that the annual report “must not disclose information likely to 
identify a specific request for the Integrity Commissioner’s advice on an ethics or integrity issue, 
including information likely to identify” anyone requesting advice or about who advice was requested. 

Summary of investigation 
In its overview report of 2014, the FAC indicated comfort with the standard and quality of the Integrity 
Commissioner’s annual report documents. 

It is noted that the 2013-14 annual report contained a significant amount of narrative / commentary 
related to the Integrity Commissioner’s relationship with the then Government. The inclusion of such 
narrative is a matter of judgment for the Integrity Commissioner of the day.  

The FAC has suggested some amendments to include additional tracking of trends related to registration 
of third party lobbyists. The government response at the time suggests that this is a matter for the 
Integrity Commissioner. Any system implemented to track and monitor this data should be manageable 
for office staff, and not unreasonably burdensome for those who are registered. 

Finding 
There are no substantive issues or concerns with current format and contents of the Integrity 
Commissioner’s Annual Reports.  

                                                             
34 s85 Integrity Act 2009 
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A decision by an Integrity Commissioner to include narrative in an annual report is a matter for that 
officer.  

Inclusion of further lobbying data and analysis of trends would be useful to include, particularly in the 
context of potential change to the current registration requirements.   
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9 Organisational arrangements supporting the 
Commissioner 

This section of the document outlines the organisational arrangements supporting the performance of 
the Integrity Commissioner. It includes consideration of the Office of the Integrity Commissioner, as well 
as outside supports of that Office. 

Specific matters for attention investigated were: 

 Organisational structure 

 Staffing and workload 

 Finance 

 Corporate services. 

9.1 Organisational structure 
The Office of the Integrity Commissioner is a very small organization, constructed to support the 
Commissioner’s functions:  providing advice on integrity issues to designated persons, lobbying 
regulation and public awareness. The organizational structure should support effective performance and 
clear allocation of responsibilities. 

Summary of investigation 
The organisational structure is outlined in Figure 5 below, together with roles, major functions and 
activities of staff members. 

Figure 5: Organisational structure of the Office of the Integrity Commissioner 

 

Integrity Commissioner

Executive AssistantResearch Support Officer (Lobbying)Principal Policy Officer (Lobbying)

• Advice on integrity and lobbying issues to 
designated persons

• Advice to lobbyists on complex issues relating to 
lobbying issues and regulation of lobbyists

• Public awareness and education, including 
education of designated persons on integrity 
and lobbying issues

• Reporting to Finance and Administration 
Committee

• Management of the Office and its staff

• Records and information management of 
advice to designated persons 

• Reception, including fielding enquiries 
from designated  persons, lobbyists and 
other sources

• Administrative support for the 
Commissioner and the Office

• Liaison with outside corporate services

• Maintenance of the Queensland Register 
of  Lobbyists

• Advice to lobbyists on issues relating to 
registration, regulation and related issues

• Production of education materials 
focused on regulation of lobbying in 
Queensland

• Supervision of Lobbying Advisor

• Maintenance of the Queensland Register 
of  Lobbyists, including online portal

• Advice to lobbyists on issues relating to 
registration, regulation and related issues

• Management of content for the Office’s 
website

Richard Bingham (0.8 FTE)

Mattea Slinger (1.0 FTE)Craig Hunter (1.0 FTE)Deborah Clark-Dickson (1.0 FTE)
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As already discussed, full responsibility for the advisory and public awareness functions sit with the 
Integrity Commissioner role itself, with coordination and administration provided by the Executive 
Assistant role.  

The lobbying regulation function is largely independent of these functions, and is managed and 
delivered by the Principal Policy Officer (Lobbying) and Research Support Officer (Lobbying). The 
Commissioner provides general oversight and meets with lobbyists on complex issues as required. 

The Principal Policy Officer (Lobbying) and Research Support Officer (Lobbying) appear to have a level of 
overlap across their roles and responsibilities, especially as they relate to maintenance of the register 
and providing of advice. This was a pattern that had emerged over time, largely in response to the 
increased use of technology and self-service in delivery. 

Comparison of the organisational structure of the Office to integrity functions in other jurisdictions was 
considered, but is difficult given the small size of the organisation and the differences with other 
models. 

Findings 
The allocation of the Commissioner’s three functions is clear and logical across the organisational 
structure. 

In practice, there is a level of overlap between the roles of the Principal Policy Officer (Lobbying) and 
Research Support Officer (Lobbying). This is a matter for the Integrity Commissioner to address. 

Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 14. The role, title and responsibilities of the Research Support Officer (Lobbying) 
should be clarified to reflect the position’s activities in monitoring the Register of Lobbyists and 
providing advice on related matters. This is a task for the Integrity Commissioner. 
 

9.2 Staffing and workload of the Integrity Commissioner and 
employees of the office 

When the Office was established in 1999, its scope was limited to provision of advice and public 
education. It was staffed by the Integrity Commissioner (0.4 FTE) and an Executive Assistant (1.0 FTE).    

Following the introduction of the Integrity Act 2009 and the transfer of the lobbying function to the 
Integrity Commissioner, the Integrity Commissioner’s employment was increased to full-time (from 1 
July 2010 this was reduced to 0.8FTE on recommendation from the then-Commissioner Solomon). In 
addition two additional staff, a Principal Policy Officer (Lobbying) and Research Support Officer 
(Lobbying) (both at 1.0 FTE) were employed to assist with the management of this function. In addition, 
the Integrity Commissioner’s employment was increased to 0.8 FTE.  

There is currently no backfill available to the Executive Assistant position. The nature of the role is such 
that the Integrity Commissioner must remain contactable to respond to requests for advice during 
holiday periods; however, typically, the number of requests during these periods is low.  

Resourcing arrangements have not been reviewed since the 2009 changes. These arrangements should 
be considered in terms of whether they continue to reasonably support the Integrity Commissioner’s 
current scope and workload. 
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Summary of investigation 
The view conveyed to the Review by both the Commissioner and the Office’s staff members was that 
the resourcing of the Office is higher than required to discharge the existing scope and workload. This 
was most noticeably the case in lobbyist regulation, where the adoption of a streamlined online solution 
has reduced the required workload relative to establishment of the function in 2009. 

One proposed resourcing model proposed was: 

 Integrity Commissioner – 0.4 FTE 

 Executive Assistant – 1.0 FTE 

 Research Support Officer (Lobbying) – 1.0 FTE 

This would see a reduction of Integrity Commissioner’s employment to its original benchmark of 0.4 FTE 
and the abolition of the Principal Policy Officer (Lobbying) position. It is noted the former Commissioner 
was of the view that that staffing could be reduced to 3.0FTE including the Integrity Commissioner at a 
minimum of 0.6 FTE. 

Alternatively, the Commissioner has identified other potential functions that could reasonably fill this 
excess capacity, such as providing advice to local government members or increased public awareness 
responsibilities. Similarly for the lobbyist regulation function, the (current) excess capacity would be 
required if the definition of lobbyists were expanded to include in-house government relations 
professionals and other professionals engaged in lobbying activities.  

The former Commissioner also noted that the requirement to respond to a request for advice by the 
Premier in relation to standard setting for ethics or integrity issues (section 16 of the Act) has the 
potential to increase the Commissioner’s workload at certain points in time.  

Making comparisons with staffing arrangements in other jurisdictions is difficult, in so far as structure 
and functions of the Queensland model are not directly comparable. It is also difficult to make a 
meaningful comparison of volume or throughput on the lobbying issues given differences in definition 
and coverage. 

With regard to the lack of backfill available to the Executive Assistant, it was noted that previous 
attempts to organise seconded backfill have not been successful. The current Commissioner suggests 
that this is principally due to the fact that secondments from other parts of the public sector for less 
than six months have been discouraged. 

The Executive Assistant’s duties whilst the occupant is on leave are covered by a combination of the use 
of other staff in the Office, and on occasion by the Executive Assistant undertaking some routine tasks 
(such as telephone reception, or monitoring of emails) whilst on leave. The represents an effective 
practical solution to the difficulties of maintaining a small specialist office.  

At the present time, office records and procedures are being documented to assist in ensuring the 
administrative arrangements for the Office are placed on a more sustainable footing. 

Findings 
The current staffing of the Office of the Integrity Commissioner is above that required for current scope 
and workload, specifically with regard to the lobbying function. 

Consideration should be given to either reducing current staffing levels or utilising this excess capacity 
to extend the scope of the Office.  

Backfill arrangements for the Executive Assistant role should be established. 

Operating procedures for the Office should be documented.  
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Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 15. If the Integrity Commissioner’s current scope is maintained, staffing should be 
reduced to 2.4 FTE (including a 0.4 FTE reduction of the Integrity Commissioner role itself). 
 
Recommendation 16. If the Integrity Commissioner’s current scope is extended, such as through 
expansion of the definition of designated persons or increased public awareness function, the Integrity 
Commissioner’s current employment level should be maintained for two years (pending opportunity to 
observe impact). 
 
Recommendation 17. If the Office’s current scope is extended through expansion of definition of 
lobbying activity subject to regulation, the Principal Policy Officer (Lobbying)’s current employment level 
should be maintained for two years (pending opportunity to observe impact). 

9.3 Considering the case for a Deputy Commissioner 
At a public briefing in 2014, a member of the FAC cited the committee’s disappointment that then 
Commissioner Solomon was unable to attend Estimates due to being on annual leave. 

There was (and remains) no ‘in-house’ Deputy Integrity Commissioner within the Integrity 
Commissioner’s Office who was able to represent the Integrity Commissioner in the Commissioner’s 
absence. Former-Commissioner Solomon was of the view that such a standard arrangement was 
unnecessary given current workload. 

In its oversight report of 2014, the FAC asked that the establishment of a Deputy Commissioner be 
reviewed. The previous State Government’s position has been that this is not required because 
arrangements exist whereby the Governor in Council may appoint an acting commissioner where 
necessary. 

Summary of investigation 
There is broad agreement among stakeholders that the scope and workload of the Integrity 
Commissioner role is not such that an additional resource is required as part of the Office structure.  

Rather, the current and former Commissioners both recognise the need for the government of the day 
to appoint an appropriate individual to perform the function in the Commissioner’s absence. 

There have been two occasions where it has been necessary to appoint an Acting Integrity 
Commissioner. In each case the Government appointed a former Integrity Commissioner to act in the 
position. 

Findings 

There is no need to establish a permanent Deputy Information Commissioner role within the Integrity 
Commissioner’s Office. Governor-in-Council can always make such an appointment, where necessary. 
For example, a previous Integrity Commissioner could be asked to perform the duties, as could a retired 
officer with experience in a cognate field (e.g. a former Director-General, or a former Information 
Commissioner). 
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9.4 Finance and budgeting 
At a public briefing in 2014, a member of the FAC asked the Commissioner about the budgeting process 
for the Integrity Commissioner’s Office and the adequacy of current funding. At the time of his reply, 
there was no formal process for annual budgeting. The budget had been static for the last five years and 
was sufficient over this period.  

Summary of investigation 
The Parliamentary allocation for the Office of the Integrity Commissioner forms part of the allocation for 
the Public Service Commission (PSC), and historically the Office’s budget has been constructed in close 
consultation with officers of the PSC. In addition to the current arrangements, a third office staffing 
position was created (but never filled) in case the workload required such an appointment. The position 
remains available, in theory, and has been funded by the budget since (accounting in part for the surplus 
that is recorded for the Integrity Commissioner’s budget every year). 

 In recent years, the budget has simply reflected the standard adjustments to the previous year’s 
allocation, and there has been no attempt at re-basing the budget according to the needs of the Office.  

The view of the current and former Commissioners, as well as employees of the Office, was that the 
annual budget remains adequate. Indeed, it is often underspent. If the functions of the Commissioner 
are to change in accordance with any recommendations of this Review, it would be appropriate to 
undertake a new formal budgeting process. 

Findings 
The excess workforce capacity within the Office and the fact that the budget is regularly underspent 
suggest that it would be useful for the Office to establish a formal budget planning process, at least as a 
one-off benchmarking exercise. 

Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 18. Having particular regard to any changes in function recommended by this Review, 
the Integrity Commissioner and the Public Service Commission (PSC) should undertake a formal 
budgeting process for the 2015-16 period as a means of benchmarking the required budget going 
forward. 

9.5 Information Technology 
At a public briefing in 2014, a member of the FAC questioned expenses for an ICT consultancy. The 
former Commissioner confirmed that this was a one-off investment in an ICT solution to allow the self-
registration of lobbyists. 

While consistent with the independence of the Integrity Commissioner, there is no documented 
protocol for how the Office systems link with with the broader public sector ICT environment. The basic 
information and document management systems for the advisory function, together with the basic 
nature of the Integrity Commissioner’s website, suggests an emerging gap here. 

 Summary of investigation 
The current and former Commissioners confirm that ICT procurement occurs through DPC and that they 
are satisfied with the service received. The decisions to update ICT system to enhance capacity to 
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manage online lobbyist registration were identified by the former Commissioner and managed through 
DPC and PSC.  

The current Commissioner stated that he has identified the Integrity Commissioner’s website as a key 
priority, and that this project will rely on DPC to action. 

It is anticipated that future ICT priorities will be identified by the Commissioner and actioned by DPC. 
However, there are no immediate plans to invest in CRM-type systems to support the advisory function 
and replace manual information management systems. 

Findings 
The Integrity Commissioner’s website warrants redevelopment as it represents a potentially valuable 
public awareness tool. 

A CRM-type system would add further rigour to information management within the Office. 

Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 19. The Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) should assist the Commissioner to 
redevelop the Office’s website as a matter of priority. 
 
Recommendation 20. The Commissioner should seek the assistance of DPC in scoping the potential 
development and implementation of a CRM-type system to support the advisory function. 
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10 Strategic issues for the future  
The findings outlined in this Review have, for the most part, directly reflected the current functions of 
the Integrity Commissioner and the major issues which have impacted the role since the passing of the 
Act in 1999. The recommendations have extended this by considering how these findings should 
influence the future operations of the role. This final section of the document explicitly addresses the 
future opportunities and challenges likely to be faced by the Integrity Commissioner over the next five 
years.  

The issues identified include both international trends and challenges in integrity matters, and issues 
identified by participants throughout the course of the Strategic Review. 

10.1 Future requirement for an Integrity Commissioner 
Throughout the course of this Review, there has been consideration of the Integrity Commissioner’s 
place in the Queensland integrity landscape.  

The ongoing requirement for an Integrity Commissioner becomes a consideration when the principles of 
simplicity and transparency are considered at a system level. Queensland has a significantly more 
disaggregated and crowded integrity landscape that many other jurisdictions, with five principal bodies 
claiming some stake in the outcome. The 2013 Open Government survey results demonstrated that the 
majority of respondents (75%) found these arrangements confusing and difficult to navigate.35 This 
raises the question of whether Queensland, in its desire to to create a rigorous integrity framework, has 
compromised its potential effectiveness by making arrangements too complicated. 

Before continuing this discussion, it is noted that no party contributing to the Review has questioned the 
value of the Integrity Commissioner role. Indeed, consulted parties have reinforced the positive 
contributions made by the current and former Integrity Commissioners working within their given 
scope. This Review echoes that sentiment. The issue to be considered, however, is whether an 
alternative allocation of the Integrity Commissioner’s functions could achieve similar outcomes in a less 
complicated framework. 

As observed in sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.4 of this report, elements of the Integrity Commissioner’s 
functions are similar to those of the Clerk of the Parliament (advice to members surrounding 
declarations of interest) and PSC (integrity education and support to public servants). There exists the 
opportunity, over time, to respond to these similarities of role by disbanding the Integrity 
Commissioner’s Office and reassigning its functions to these two institutions. The resulting allocation of 
functions could resemble the model illustrated in Figure 6 below. 

                                                             
35 Department of the Premier and Cabinet (2013): Report of the results from a survey on Queensland’s integrity system.  
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Figure 6: Alternative allocation of Integrity Commissioner functions 

 
 

From a structural perspective, this model would require the creation of an additional position under the 
Clerk of the Parliament to manage disclosures of interest, for example, a Parliamentary Standards 
Officer. It would also mean the transfer of the Office staff monitoring the Register of Lobbyists to a 
central agency (DPC or PSC). However, such a reallocation would lose the benefit associated with 
locating the function within an independent office with regulatory experience (as discussed in section 
6.2). An alternative placement would be in another regulatory office. For example, in NSW this function 
sits with the electoral commission. 

Having outlined this alternative, this Review recognises the need to balance any potential gains in 
greater simplicity with the potential for negative outcomes or a poor public response. Any changes 
impacting the Integrity Commissioner (or the wider integrity framework) carry with them the risk of 
dilution of the commitment to integrity in Queensland. This would be an unsatisfactory outcome. 

In summary, the Review supports the ongoing retention of the Integrity Commissioner role given that 
the role is effective in discharging its functions within the scope defined by the Act. It is also 
acknowledged that the existence of the role serves as an important message to the public about 
Queensland’s commitment to integrity in government. However, the Review also reinforces the 
government’s obligation to continue to examine regularly the effectiveness of current arrangements 
and ensure that the merits of reasonable alternatives are considered.  

10.2 Changes to lobbying industry and behaviour 
A common observation amongst those participating in this Review was that the nature of lobbying in 
Queensland had changed following the introduction of the Lobbying Register and the increase in related 
disclosure requirements. These changes were said to have impacted the effectiveness of current 
regulation efforts and driven lobbying activity underground.  

The commentary is that lobbying activity has moved away from registered third-party lobbyists and 
toward either in-house government relations professionals or to professional services firms. These 
activities are subject to neither regulation nor disclosure, meaning that they are essentially neither 
visible to nor regulated by the Integrity Commissioner.  

Many of those consulted indicated that the use of in-house consultants or professional services firms to 
undertake lobbying activity has reduced the demand for lobbying through traditional registered 
channels. Anecdotal reports were made that this was in turn driving structural change in the industry, 
with former lobbying firms re-configuring to move toward advisory consulting models that do not 
require registration.  

Integrity CommissionerClerk of the Parliament Public Service Commission

Integrity advice 
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 A similar pattern has been observed in the United States of America. A 2014 survey of the US lobbying 
industry has found that, for the third year in a row, spending on lobbying has decreased and lobbyists 
are continuing to deregister.  In 2013, the number of lobbyists in the US dipped to 12,281, the lowest 
number on file since 2002. The survey suggests the industry is not in decline but operating underground 
and the number of working lobbyists in closer to 100,000.36 

The Review tested this proposition in two ways, by reviewing both the number of clients of registered 
lobbyists and the number disclosures of lobbying activity. 

It is clear that the number of clients appearing on the Lobbyists Register in Queensland has significantly 
declined over time. The Integrity Commissioner’s annual report has tracked the number of current and 
previous clients of registered lobbyists and lobbying entities since January 2010. The number of clients 
reached a peak in 2013, as demonstrated in Figure 7 below. Since this time, the number of clients on the 
register has declined by approximately 42 percent. The timing of this drop aligns with the introduction 
of the new Lobbying Code of Conduct and increased disclosure requirements for lobbying activity.  

Figure 7: Number of clients of registered lobbyists and registered lobbying entities37 

 
 

Consistent with this movement, the average number of lobbying disclosures made to the Integrity 
Commissioner has also decreased over time. The Integrity Commissioner’s website provides records of 
lobbying disclosures from April 2013 to the current time.38 While there is a degree of month-by-month 
variation, the number of disclosures has indeed declined overall, as illustrated by the rolling quarterly 
averages in Figure 8 below. The figure demonstrates a steady decline from the third quarter of 2014 to 
the present, and a drop of approximately 65 percent over this period. 

                                                             
36 Deidre McKeown, ‘Who pays the piper? Rules for lobbying governments in Australia, Canada, UK and USA’. Parliamentary Library, 1 

August 2014.  
37 Data sourced from Queensland Integrity Commissioner Annual Report 2013-14, extended using latest available figures from Integrity 

Commissioner’s website - http://lobbyists.integrity.qld.gov.au/register-details/list-clients.aspx 
38 http://lobbyists.integrity.qld.gov.au/who-is-on-the-register.aspx  
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Figure 8: Lobbying disclosures - Rolling quarterly averages 

 

 
 

If one accepts the assumption that the level of actual lobbying activity in Queensland is not likely to 
have reduced overall, this data supports the proposition that an increasing proportion of lobbying is 
happening through unregulated channels. This means that current arrangements are becoming 
progressively less effective in regulating lobbying activity in Queensland. This is of relevance given that 
these arrangements were already judged to be ineffective by two-thirds of respondents to a survey on 
Queensland integrity functions in 2013,39 when the number of disclosures was markedly higher. 

Calculating the overall footprint of this unregistered lobbying activity is a more difficult exercise. The 
view of the former Commissioner was that such unregulated lobbying activity could account for as much 
as 75 per cent of the lobbying in Queensland. This claim cannot be readily tested given a lack of 
available data. 

However, the Review notes that the Ontario experience may be instructive. Lobbying regulations in 
Ontario necessitate the registration of not only consultant lobbyists (analogous to Queensland’s 
registered lobbyists), but also in-house lobbyists representing organisations (including not-for-profit 
organisations). The Integrity Commissioner in Ontario collects and provides regular updates on the 
number of registered lobbyists within this scope. As of May 201540, the majority of Ontario’s active 
lobbyists were employed through in-house arrangements. 

Table 2: Breakdown of lobbyists in Ontario – May 2014 

Lobbyist Type No. of Active Lobbyists % of Active Lobbyists 

Consultant Lobbyist 346 45% 

In-house lobbyist 428 55% 

Total 774 100% 
 

The Queensland Register of Lobbyists currently contains 324 active lobbyists.41 Although the 
hypothetical application of the Ontario experience to Queensland may be of very limited validity, such 

                                                             
39 Only 33% of respondents lobbying regulation policies and guidelines were effective in keeping government accountable. See 

Department of the Premier and Cabinet (2013): Report of the results from a survey on Queensland’s integrity system.  
40 https://lobbyist.oico.on.ca/Pages/Public/Statistics/LobbyistsAndRegistrations.aspx 
41 http://lobbyists.integrity.qld.gov.au/register-details/list-lobbyists.aspx  
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an application would suggest that many hundreds of other people or entities are likely to be engaged in 
unregulated lobbying activity. The views of the former Commissioner suggest that this estimate would 
be conservative. 

Taking account of the above, the Review suggests that the current lobbying regulation arrangements no 
longer support the intention of the Act and adversely impact the transparency of the system.  

10.3 Considering an investigative role in Declarations of 
Interests  

Under the Ministerial Code, the Integrity Commissioner can undertake random checks for compliance of 
Members with requirement to disclose their individual interests and those of their related persons. 
However, this obligation does not extend to investigation of declarations of interests.  

The former Commissioner has previously suggested that this obligation should be extended such that 
the Integrity Commissioner should examine declarations of interest to identify possible conflicts of 
interest arising from them.42 No such change to the legislation has occurred.  

The view of the current Commissioner is that such an extension of scope may have limited value. A 
conflict of interest by its nature involves more than one competing interest. An office-holder’s 
declaration only provides part of the picture. It also may not be helpful (or may even be misleading) to 
consider an interest without the surrounding context of the competing interest.  

The Review shares this view, and further notes that the addition of an investigatory function has the 
potential to fundamentally change the perception of the role of the Integrity Commissioner. There is an 
inherent tension in playing the dual role of ‘listening’ and ‘detecting’. Any reform that discourages 
designated persons from proactively seeking advice is contrary to the purpose of the position as 
envisaged by the Act. 

Other bodies within the Queensland integrity framework possess investigative powers, making them 
arguably better placed to discharge this function, should it be required. This Review does not support 
the Integrity Commissioner having any such investigative mandate. 

 

                                                             
42 See Integrity Commissioner Annual Report 2011-2012, p10. 
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Appendix A Terms of Reference 
 

Strategic Review of the Queensland Integrity Commissioner 
Draft Terms of Reference 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Integrity Act 2009 (the Act) provides for an Integrity Commissioner who is an officer of the 
Queensland Parliament. Section 7 of the Act provides that the Integrity Commissioner’s functions are: 
(a) to give written advice to a designated person on ethics or integrity issues as provided for under 

Chapter 3, Part 2 
(b) to meet with, and give written or oral advice to, members of the Legislative Assembly as provided 

for under Chapter 3, Part 3 
(c) to keep the lobbyists register and have responsibility for the registration of lobbyists under Chapter 

4, and 
(d) to raise public awareness of ethics or integrity issues by contributing to public discussion of these 

issues relevant to the Integrity Commissioner’s functions. 
 
The Integrity Commissioner reports to Parliament at the end of each financial year about the 
performance of the Commissioner’s functions. The Finance and Administration Committee, a 
Queensland Parliamentary Committee, oversees the performance of the Queensland Integrity 
Commissioner. 
 
A new Integrity Commissioner, employed on a part-time 0.8 FTE basis, was appointed for a term of three 
years from 1 July 2014.  
 
SCOPE OF STRATEGIC REVIEW 
 
The first strategic review of the Integrity Commissioner’s functions must be conducted in accordance 
with Section 86 of the Act. 
 
The Strategic Review of the Integrity Commissioner’s functions is to include a review of the 
Commissioner’s performance of the functions to assess whether they are being performed economically, 
effectively and efficiently. 
 
In conducting a strategic review, the reviewer has the powers an authorised auditor has under the 
Auditor-General Act 2009 for an audit of an entity, and that Act and other Acts apply to the reviewer as if 
the reviewer were an authorised auditor conducting an audit of the entity. 
 
DURATION 
 
The Review is expected to commence on or about 22 December 2014. 
 
The proposed report on the Review is expected to be provided to the Premier and the Integrity 
Commissioner by 1 May 2015. The Premier and Integrity Commissioner may give the Reviewer written 
comments on anything in the proposed report by 21 May 2015.  
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The final Review report is to be given to the Premier and Integrity Commissioner by 15 June 2015. 
 
QUALIFICATIONS OF APPOINTEE 
 
The Strategic Review must be conducted by an appropriately qualified person who has a high 
professional standing with a sound understanding of ethics and integrity issues and public sector 
administration. In addition, knowledge of contemporary managerial and organisational standards and 
techniques would be beneficial. 
 
The Act and the Lobbyists Code of Conduct is designed to ensure that contact between lobbyists and 
Queensland Government and opposition representatives is carried out in accordance with public 
expectations of transparency and integrity. The appointee will be required to develop a rapid 
understanding of how the regulation of lobbying activities is administered by the Integrity 
Commissioner. 
 
The appointee will need to demonstrate they have no pecuniary interest in the outcome of the Review 
and have no established relationship with the Integrity Commissioner. The appointee will also be 
required to demonstrate independence from the Integrity Commissioner.  
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
In conducting the Strategic Review, the appointee is to have regard to the functions of the Integrity 
Commissioner and relevant objectives of the Act in assessing the ongoing economy, efficiency and 
effectiveness of the Office of the Integrity Commissioner. The appointee is to also have regard to the 
Integrity Commissioner’s annual reports, the organisational structure, goals, operational conduct, 
internal/external policies, operational management, corporate management and service provision of the 
Integrity Commissioner. The Review should also consider comparative models, practices and procedures 
used by offices in other jurisdictions equivalent to the Integrity Commissioner. 
 
The appointee is to interview the Integrity Commissioner about the Strategic Review and consideration 
should also be given to interviewing staff of the Integrity Commissioner and the Finance and 
Administration Committee. The appointee may also wish to consult with a selection of the following 
stakeholders: 

• “designated persons” who may request advice from the Integrity Commissioner on ethics or 
integrity matters (Ministers, Members of Parliament, statutory office holders, Chief Executives 
of government agencies, senior executive officers and senior officers, staffers of Ministers and 
Assistant Ministers), and 

• lobbyists (from the Register of Lobbyists). 
 
Information sources and documents relevant to the Strategic Review: 
 
Integrity Act 2009 https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/LEGISLTN/CURRENT/I

/IntegrityA09.pdf  
Integrity Commissioner’s website http://integrity.qld.gov.au  
Queensland Integrity Commissioner Annual 
Report 2013-14 

http://integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/a
nnual-reports/annual_report_2013_14.pdf  

Register of Lobbyists http://lobbyists.integrity.qld.gov.au/who-is-on-the-
register.aspx  

Lobbyists Code of Conduct http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalo

https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/LEGISLTN/CURRENT/I/IntegrityA09.pdf
https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/LEGISLTN/CURRENT/I/IntegrityA09.pdf
http://integrity.qld.gov.au/
http://integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/annual-reports/annual_report_2013_14.pdf
http://integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/annual-reports/annual_report_2013_14.pdf
http://lobbyists.integrity.qld.gov.au/who-is-on-the-register.aspx
http://lobbyists.integrity.qld.gov.au/who-is-on-the-register.aspx
http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/general/lobbyists_code_of_conduct_Sept_2013.pdf
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gue/general/lobbyists_code_of_conduct_Sept_2013.pdf  
Finance and Administration Committee – 
Integrity Commissioner 

https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/work-of-
committees/committees/FAC/inquiries/current-
inquiries/IntegrityCommissioner  

Finance and Administration Committee – 
Report No. 13, Oversight of the Queensland 
Integrity Commissioner 2011 

http://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/TableOffic
e/TabledPapers/2012/5312T6521.pdf  

Final Queensland Government Response – 
Report No. 13, Oversight of the Queensland 
Integrity Commissioner 2011 

http://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/TableOffic
e/TabledPapers/2012/5412T693.pdf  

Finance and Administration Committee – 
Report No. 26, Oversight of the Queensland 
Integrity Commissioner 2012 and Review of 
Lobbyists Code of Conduct 

https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/committ
ees/FAC/2013/IntegrityCommissioner/rpt-026-
27Mar2013.pdf  

Queensland Government Response – Report 
No. 26, Oversight of the Queensland 
Integrity Commissioner 2012 and Review of 
Lobbyists Code of Conduct 

https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/committ
ees/FAC/2013/IntegrityCommissioner/gr-026-
28Jun2013.pdf  

 
REPORTING 
 
As required under Section 88 (1) of the Act, the Reviewer must give a copy of the proposed report on the 
Strategic Review to the Premier and the Integrity Commissioner prior to finalising the report. Under 
Section 88 (2) of the Act, the Premier and the Integrity Commissioner may, within 15 business days after 
receiving the proposed report, give the Reviewer written comments on anything in the proposed report, 
in which case the Reviewer must comply with Section 88 (3) of the Act.  
 
In accordance with Section 88 (4) of the Act, the final Review report is to be presented to the Premier 
and the Integrity Commissioner, in a suitable format for tabling in the Legislative Assembly. This should 
occur no later than five business days after complying with Sections 88 (1) and 88 (3). The final Review 
report must be substantially the same as the proposed report, apart from any changes made under 
Section 88 (3). 
 
Sections 88 and 89 of the Act provide that the Premier must table the Strategic Review report in the 
Legislative Assembly within three sitting days after the receiving the report, and that the report will be 
referred to the Finance and Administration Committee for examination. The Committee may comment 
on any aspect of the report and make recommendations. 
  
 

  

http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/general/lobbyists_code_of_conduct_Sept_2013.pdf
https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/work-of-committees/committees/FAC/inquiries/current-inquiries/IntegrityCommissioner
https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/work-of-committees/committees/FAC/inquiries/current-inquiries/IntegrityCommissioner
https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/work-of-committees/committees/FAC/inquiries/current-inquiries/IntegrityCommissioner
http://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/TableOffice/TabledPapers/2012/5312T6521.pdf
http://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/TableOffice/TabledPapers/2012/5312T6521.pdf
http://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/TableOffice/TabledPapers/2012/5412T693.pdf
http://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/TableOffice/TabledPapers/2012/5412T693.pdf
https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/committees/FAC/2013/IntegrityCommissioner/rpt-026-27Mar2013.pdf
https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/committees/FAC/2013/IntegrityCommissioner/rpt-026-27Mar2013.pdf
https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/committees/FAC/2013/IntegrityCommissioner/rpt-026-27Mar2013.pdf
https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/committees/FAC/2013/IntegrityCommissioner/gr-026-28Jun2013.pdf
https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/committees/FAC/2013/IntegrityCommissioner/gr-026-28Jun2013.pdf
https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/documents/committees/FAC/2013/IntegrityCommissioner/gr-026-28Jun2013.pdf
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Appendix B Consultation brief – areas for 
investigation 

The following issues have been identified through our initial scan of publicly available documents 
(Queensland Integrity Commissioner Annual Report, Finance and Administration Committee papers and 
reports, etc.) and our inter-jurisdictional research. The issues and questions have been aligned to the 
Terms of Reference issued by the Department of Premier and Cabinet for the Strategic Review. 

We note that this list is not intended to be exhaustive, but rather a list of presenting issues arising from 
our background research to date. 

Table 3: Issues for investigation 

Potential area 
of focus Specific issue Implications / investigations for Review 

Scope  

Alignment of 
integrity 
functions  

The Queensland Integrity framework and 
system is considerably more disaggregated 
than that of most other Australian 
jurisdictions, where the Integrity 
Commissioner’s functions in those 
jurisdictions are more integrated with crime 
and misconduct bodies. 

The Queensland Integrity framework specifies five 
key bodies with carriage of different elements of the 
system. The resulting system is considerably more 
disaggregated than that of most other Australian 
jurisdictions.  
The Queensland approach is modelled on the 
Canadian (Ontario) model. In most other Australian 
jurisdictions, similar functions are integrated with 
crime and misconduct bodies. Within Australia, the 
Tasmanian model appears to have the most 
similarities.  
Somewhat contradictory results of the 2013 survey 
into Queensland’s integrity systems which indicated 
that, while the majority of respondents found 
navigating the interrelated integrity bodies too 
confusing, they also thought that the current number 
of bodies was required for effective regulation. 

1. The Integrity Commissioner is one of five integrity bodies in Queensland. What are 
the advantages and disadvantages associated with this arrangement for OIC? 
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Potential area 
of focus Specific issue Implications / investigations for Review 

Advisory 
function 

The Integrity Commissioner does not refer 
or have access to a formal record of 
precedent in providing advice. 
Furthermore, there does not appear to be a 
requirement to consider precedent in 
issuing advice. 

In a 2014 public briefing, a member of the FAC asked 
whether the Integrity Commissioner worked to a 
precedent system, similar to that used by judges 
within the court system. The rationale behind the 
question was that this would be key in ensuring the 
consistency of advice issued by the OIC. 
The current Integrity Commissioner answered that 
there was no such formal system in place; however, 
the advice of the former Integrity Commissioners is 
available to him and has been reviewed. His view 
was that it was more important that each matter 
should be considered on its merits. 
There does not appear to be reference to precedent 
in any of the enabling guidelines for the Integrity 
Commission or OIC. 

2. Should the OIC be required to develop and maintain an information management 
system to facilitate the recording, tracking and referral to precedent of previous 
advice? 

3. Should the Integrity Commissioner have to refer to precedent in providing 
integrity-related advice? 

All Members are encouraged to meet with 
the Integrity Commissioner on an annual 
basis. However, the number of such 
meetings remains relatively low.  

From 2009, there has been a trend for political party 
leaders to require all Members to meet annually with 
the Integrity Commissioner to discuss matters of 
integrity.  
OIC reporting in 2014 states that several Members 
have not responded to repeated invitations to meet 
with the Commissioner. The Commissioner does not 
appear to have the power to compel these meetings. 

4. How can the Integrity Commissioner encourage engagement with Members, 
including attendance at annual meetings? 
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Potential area 
of focus Specific issue Implications / investigations for Review 

The integrity Commissioner does not have 
the public right of reply to correct the 
public record where their advice has been 
misrepresented. 
On a related note, there is no formal 
sanction for publically misrepresenting the 
advice of the Integrity Commissioner. 

There is broad agreement that confidentiality for 
those contacting the Integrity Commissioner for 
advice is a key condition of success for the office. 
However, former Commissioner Solomon raised 
multiple concerns over 2013 and 2014 that these 
same confidentiality conditions did not allow him the 
public right of reply where this advice is 
misrepresented to the public. 
As of 2014, this appears to have been a concern 
shared by some members of the FAC.  
The incumbent Commissioner appears ambivalent 
about the arrangement, leaning toward preserving 
confidentiality.  
On a related extension, there is no sanction (or risk 
of sanction) for an individual misrepresenting this 
advice, beyond the Commissioner possibly 
withholding future advice. 

5. Should the Integrity Commissioner have public right of reply when they believe 
that their advice has been misrepresented to the public?  If so, how should this 
right of reply be balanced against confidentiality concerns? 

6. Is it appropriate to impose sanctions on an individual who publically misrepresents 
the advice of the Integrity Commissioner? 

The provision of formal integrity-related 
advice to Local Government appears to be 
outside the Integrity Commissioner’s scope. 

Provision of integrity advice to Local Government 
appears to be formally outside the scope of the 
Integrity Commissioner.  
As per 2006 amendments to LGA 1993, there are 
Local Government-specific mechanisms for these 
matters.  
In 2014, the current Integrity Commissioner clarified 
to members of the FAC that his scope of advice does 
not extend to Local Government. He also stated that 
this was part of his scope of operations in South 
Australia, due to potential impact on State 
Government issues. He advised he would explore 
further contact with Local Government, including 
potential education initiatives. 

7. Should the scope of the Integrity Commissioner’s advice brief be broadened to 
include Local Government? 

Lobbying 
regulation 
function 

Somewhat atypically, the Queensland 
Integrity Commissioner is responsible for 
the regulation of the lobbyists and 
maintenance of the lobbyists register. 

Most other Australian jurisdictions position this as an 
accountability of the Department of Premier and 
Cabinet. 
This was the initial (and very short-lived) position of 
Queensland, prior to transfer to OIC.  
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Potential area 
of focus Specific issue Implications / investigations for Review 

8. What are the advantage and disadvantage of having the regulation of the lobbyists 
and maintenance of the lobbyists register as functions of the Integrity 
Commissioner (as opposed to functions of the bureaucracy)?  

The Integrity Act 2009 restricts the Integrity 
Commissioner to regulation of third-party 
lobbyists only.  
This may result in lobbying increasingly 
occurring under in-house arrangements. 

The FAC has previously put forward a view that the 
current definition of lobbyist does not provide the 
Integrity Commissioner with the scope to effectively 
regulate all lobbying activity in Queensland. Their 
previous recommendation was that the definition of 
lobbyist be expanded from third-party lobbyists to 
include in-house lobbyists (employed by the entity 
for who they are advocating). For example - the 
Ontario legislation requires the registration of in-
house lobbyists. The Public Sector and MPP 
Transparency and Accountability Act, 2014 requires 
registration of aa person / organisation / partnership 
where lobbying activity by employees totals more 
than 50 hours per year. 
This view was shared by former Commissioner, David 
Solomon. However, he also offered anecdotal 
information that this has not resulted in increased 
lobbying occurring under in-house arrangements. 
Incumbent Commissioner, Richard Bingham, appears 
more ambivalent on this issue. 
The State Government currently disagrees with this 
position on the basis that current arrangements 
balance transparency with effective bureaucracy. 
The results of the 2013 survey into Queensland’s 
integrity systems indicated the majority of 
respondents found the effectiveness of lobbyist 
registration to be ineffective. Specific comments 
highlighted the scope of the definition impacting 
coverage. 

9. Should the definition of lobbyist under the Act be expanded to include in-house 
lobbyists? 

10. What is the appropriate level of monitoring of lobbying activity for which the 
Integrity Commissioner should be responsible?  
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Potential area 
of focus Specific issue Implications / investigations for Review 

There are currently significant discrepancies 
between reports of lobbying activity taken 
from Ministerial diaries versus that from 
lobbyist disclosures. 
This has raised questions related to the 
complexity of the system. 
It has also raised concerns of subversion of 
the system by lobbyists. 

Recent reconciliation of Ministerial diaries and 
lobbyist disclosures undertaken by former-
Commissioner Solomon showed significant variation 
between these sources. His recommendation was 
that this was a function of temporary confusion 
associated with the new process. 
This is in contrast to the results of the 2013 survey 
into Queensland’s integrity systems which indicated 
the majority of respondents found navigating the 
interrelated integrity bodies too confusing. Specific 
comments highlighted the complexity of lobbyist 
regulation. 
The Ontario Public Sector and MPP Transparency and 
Accountability Act, 2014 has introduced investigatory 
and sanctioning powers in relation to non-
compliance with the Act 

11. Do the current arrangements for the regulation of lobbyists and disclosure of 
lobbying behaviour place reasonable expectations on users of the system? 

12.  Is the reconciliation of Ministerial diaries and lobbyist disclosures an appropriate 
means for the OIC to investigate and manage non-compliance with legislative 
requirements by lobbyists? If so, how often should this be undertaken?  

Public 
education 
function 
 

Due to the reduction of the education role 
of the Crime and Corruption Commission 
(CCC), there is potentially a gap in public 
education on integrity and transparency 
issues. 

As of 2014, the CCC’s role in public education on 
integrity and transparency issues has been reduced. 
While certain information hosted by the CCC has 
migrated to OIC website, there does not seem to 
have been a systematic process of review to 
investigate what the OIC’s responsibilities are in 
filling this gap. 

13. Has the OIC effectively taken up the CCC’s former responsibilities for public 
education on integrity and transparency? 

Despite the current public education 
activities of the OIC, there appears to be 
ongoing confusion related to integrity 
issues in Queensland. 

There is reason to suggest that the level of public 
education provided by the OIC on integrity and 
transparency issues is insufficient to build 
understanding of the system. This is supported both 
by the aforementioned discrepancy between 
Lobbyist and Member disclosures, and the 2013 
survey results that the majority of respondents find 
the current system confusing. 
In 2014, the current Integrity Commissioner 
indicated that he believed the OIC website should be 
revamped to assist with building public 
understanding of integrity issues and the functions of 
the office. 

14. Are the current public education activities of the Integrity Commissioner enough 
to achieve public understanding of integrity issues and role of the Integrity 
Commissioner? 
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Potential area 
of focus Specific issue Implications / investigations for Review 

Processes 

Effectiveness of 
service 
provision 
 
 

There is no user satisfaction data related to 
the effectiveness of service provision for 
the Integrity Commissioner’s advisory 
function. 
Similarly, there is no similar measure for the 
lobbying regulation-related function.  

Referring to the OIC’s 2013-14 annual report and 
those previous, there are no ratings of satisfaction 
with advice provided by the Integrity Commissioner. 
Hence, there is no objective means by which to judge 
the satisfaction with service provision. 
Gathering such information would be problematic 
for the advisory functions, given confidentiality 
arrangements. 
We cannot see any such restriction for lobbying 
regulation-related satisfaction. 
The results of the 2013 survey into Queensland’s 
integrity systems indicated the majority of 
respondents found the effectiveness of codes of 
conduct, managing conflicts of interest, and lobbyist 
regulation to be ineffective, indicating that this 
warrants further investigation. 

15. Should the OIC track user satisfaction with service provision related to the 
Integrity Commissioner’s advisory function? If so, how could this be done? 

16. Should the OIC track user satisfaction with service provision related to the 
Integrity Commissioner’s lobbying regulation function?  If so, how could this be 
done? 

Efficiency of 
service 
provision 

While volume of advice provided is outlined 
in current annual reports, there is no data 
tracking efficiency of service provision. 
Similarly, there is no similar measure for the 
lobbying regulation-related function. 

Referring to the OIC’s 2013-14 annual report and 
those previous, only factual information related to 
throughput of advice (i.e. number of requests) is 
referenced. There is no measure relating to 
efficiency with which these requests for advice are 
processed and responded to (e.g. advice versus 
operating budget, advice versus FTE, etc.) 
Similarly, only factual information related to volume 
of registrations is available for lobbying regulation-
related activities. There is no efficiency measure for 
this function. 
We note that our early research suggests that 
efficiency measures are not used in the Canadian or 
Tasmanian jurisdictions (which are most similar to 
Queensland), meaning benchmarking would be 
difficult. 

17. Should the OIC track user efficiency of service provision related to the 
throughput of the Integrity Commissioner’s advisory function? If so, how could this 
be done? 

18. Should the OIC track efficiency of service provision related to the throughput of 
the Integrity Commissioner’s lobbying regulation function? If so, how could this be 
done? 
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Potential area 
of focus Specific issue Implications / investigations for Review 

Response time to a request for advice to 
the OIC is not currently tracked or reported 
on. 
There are also no formal guidelines for 
response time to a request for advice for 
the OIC. 

At a public briefing in 2014, a member of the FAC 
asked former-Commissioner Solomon how long it 
typically took for the OIC to respond to requests for 
advice. Former-Commissioner Solomon indicated 
that this was a difficult question to answer due to 
the breadth of potential issues to be considered (e.g. 
whole of government versus smaller individual 
requests). He suggested that most requests were 
generally responded to within 24 hours of receipt. 
Length of time until reply does not appear to be 
formally tracked by OIC. 
Former-Commissioner Solomon also confirmed that 
there was no formal guideline in place. 

19. Should length of time until response for a request for advice be formally tracked 
and reported on by the OIC? 

20. What is a reasonable length of time for the Integrity Commissioner to respond to 
a request for advice on an integrity issue?  Should this be either a formal or 
informal guideline available to users of the service? 

Staffing and 
workload 

Former-Commissioner Solomon believes 
that the current 0.8 FTE employment 
arrangement for the Integrity 
Commissioner was sufficient to handle 
current workload, but referenced workload 
peaks and troughs. 

The role of Integrity Commissioner was established 
in 1999, with a scope limited to provision of advice 
and public education. It was established as 0.4 FTE. 
Following the introduction of the Integrity Act 2009 
and the transfer of the lobbying function to the 
Integrity Commissioner, the employment of the 
position was increased to 0.8 FTE. 
At a public briefing in 2014, a member of the FAC 
asked former-Commissioner Solomon how if he 
thought that this workload was adequate. He 
indicated that he believed it to be adequate at this 
time, but referred to peaks and troughs as a 
complicating factor. 
In their oversight report of 2014, the FAC asked that 
the Commissioner’s workload be reviewed.  
The State Government response agreed. 

21. Do current employment arrangements for the Integrity Commissioner 
appropriately reflect the current workload? 
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Potential area 
of focus Specific issue Implications / investigations for Review 

Despite there being no ‘in-house’ Deputy 
Commissioner, the Governor in Council may 
appoint one where necessary. 
The Director-General of DPC functions as 
the administrative supervisor of the 
Integrity Commissioner. 

At a public briefing in 2014, a member of the FAC 
cited the Committee’s disappointment that Former-
Commissioner Solomon was unable to attend 
Estimates due to being on annual leave. 
Former-Commissioner Solomon stated that the leave 
had been approved through the correct channels, via 
the Director-General of DPC. The Director-General of 
DPC later stated he would not have approved the 
leave if he had considered the timing of Estimates. 
Former-Commissioner Solomon also stated that he 
did not believe he was obligated to attend Estimates. 
There was (and remains) no ‘in-house’ Deputy 
Integrity Commissioner within the OIC whom was 
able to represent the OIC in the Commissioner’s 
absence. Former-Commissioner Solomon stated he 
thought that the role was unnecessary given current 
workload. 
In their oversight report of 2014, the FAC asked that 
the establishment of a Deputy Commissioner be 
reviewed.  
The State Government response appeared to 
disagree, citing that there is currently an 
arrangement whereby the Governor in Council may 
appoint one where necessary. 

22. Should there be an ‘in-house’ Deputy Integrity Commissioner within OIC? 

23. Should the Integrity Commissioner be required to attend Estimates? 

24. Should the Director-General of DPC continue to be responsible for the 
administrative supervision (including leave requests) for the Integrity 
Commissioner? 

Since 2009, the OIC has employed the 
Integrity Commissioner, an Executive 
Assistant and two additional resources 
focused on lobbying. Resourcing has not 
been reviewed since this time. 

The OIC was established in 1999, represented by the 
Integrity Commissioner and an Executive Assistant. 
Scope was limited to provision of advice and public 
education.  
Following the introduction of the Integrity Act 2009 
and the transfer of the lobbying function to the 
Integrity Commissioner, two additional staff were 
employed to assist with the management of this 
function. 
Resourcing for the OIC has not been reviewed since 
this time. 
We note that there currently appears to be limited 
information available to access utilisation of OIC 
staff. 

25. Do the current support resources available to the Integrity Commissioner within 
the OIC appropriately reflect the current workload? 
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Potential area 
of focus Specific issue Implications / investigations for Review 

26. Should the utilisation of OIC staff be formally tracked to ensure adequacy of 
resourcing? 

Operational 
conduct 

In early 2014, there was a difference of 
opinion between former-Commissioner 
Solomon and the Premier’s chief of staff, 
Ben Myers, relating to the appropriateness 
of a speaking engagement undertaken by 
Solomon. 

In early 2014, former-Commissioner Solomon made 
an address to the T. J. Ryan Foundation, a think tank 
funded by trade unions, on the issue of nepotism in 
the public sector. He has stated that this was a non-
partisan speaking engagement undertaken in 
forwarding the interests of public education, a 
function of his role. 
There was subsequently an incident between 
former-Commissioner Solomon and the Premier’s 
chief of staff, Ben Myers, who suggested that 
Solomon had used the Integrity Commissioner’s 
office for political purposes. 
Former-Commissioner Solomon raised a complaint 
with the Premier but the issue did not appear to be 
addressed any further. 

27. What types of forums are appropriate for the Integrity Commissioner to address 
in forwarding the interests of public education? 

28. What is an appropriate mechanism through which individuals or agencies can 
raise concerns with the Integrity Commissioner’s activities? 

Organisational arrangements 

Organisational 
structure 

There is currently no point of comparison 
for the consideration of OIC’s organisational 
structure versus that of similar functions in 
other jurisdictions. 

The OIC runs a very lean organisational structure, in 
line with its current workload and purpose. 
Comparison of the organisational structure of the 
OIC to integrity functions in other Australian 
jurisdictions is difficult because of the degree of 
difference in other models. 
To our knowledge, the structure of the OIC has not 
been compared to more similar functions in the 
Tasmanian and Canadian jurisdictions. 

29. How does the organisational structure of the OIC compare to that of similar 
functions in other jurisdictions? 

Corporate 
services - 
Finance 
 

There is currently no formal annual 
budgeting process within the OIC. 
Operating budget appears to have been 
stable over the past five years. 

At a public briefing in 2014, a member of the FAC 
asks current Commissioner Bingham about the 
budgeting process for the OIC. 
Commissioner Bingham replies that there is no 
formal process for annual budgeting within the OIC. 
Commissioner Bingham also states that the budget 
appears to have been steady for the last five years.  

30. Should there be a formal process for budgeting within the OIC? 

31. Is the current budget for OIC appropriate for its operations? 
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Potential area 
of focus Specific issue Implications / investigations for Review 

Corporate 
services – 
Information 
Technology 

In the 2013-14 period, the Integrity 
Commissioner commissioned a one-off ICT 
investment for management of lobbying 
activities. 
The approval chain for such ICT changes is 
unclear.  

At a public briefing in 2014, a member of the FAC 
questioned a $46,403 expense for ICT consultancy. 
Former-Commissioner Solomon confirmed that this 
was a one-off investment in an ICT solution to allow 
the self-registration of lobbyists. 
While this seems consistent with the service model 
of the OIC, there is no record of who (outside the 
Integrity Commissioner) approved these system 
changes and/or assessed how they fit within the 
broader public sector ICT environment. 

32. What should the process be for consideration, procurement and approval of ICT 
systems be for the OIC? 

Other matters 

Annual reports 

The FAC is broadly comfortable with 
the scope and quality of the OIC 
annual report, although they would 
like to see some further analysis of 
lobbying trends. 
The 2013-14 annual report contains a 
significant amount of commentary 
related to the Integrity 
Commissioner’s relationship with the 
LNP State Government. 

In their overview report of 2014, the FAC 
state that they are broadly comfortable with 
the standard and quality of the OIC’s annual 
report documents. 
The FAC has suggested some amendments to 
include additional tracking of trends related 
to registration of third party lobbyists. The 
government response suggests that this is a 
matter for the Integrity Commissioner. 
In perusing the 2013-14 annual report 
prepared by former-Commissioner Solomon, 
we would note that there is a significant 
amount of ‘narrative’ content. Much of this 
relates to his interactions with the current 
LNP State Government. 

33. What are your views on the scope and quality of the OIC’s annual reports? What 
else would you like to see reported on? 
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Appendix C Documents reviewed 
Integrity Commissioner Annual reports 
2009-2010 Annual Report 

2010-2011 Annual Report 

2011-2012 Annual Report 

2012-2013 Annual Report 

2013-2014 Annual Report 

Parliamentary Committees - Reports and transcripts 
Finance and Administration Committee – Report No. 13, Oversight of the Queensland Integrity 
Commissioner 2011 

Final Queensland Government Response – Report No. 13, Oversight of the Queensland Integrity 
Commissioner 2011 

Finance and Administration Committee – Report No. 26, Oversight of the Queensland Integrity 
Commissioner 2012 and Review of Lobbyists Code of Conduct 

Queensland Government Response – Report No. 26, Oversight of the Queensland Integrity 
Commissioner 2012 and Review of Lobbyists Code of Conduct 

Finance and Administration Committee – Report No. 26, Oversight of the Queensland Integrity 
Commissioner 2012 and Review of Lobbyists Code of Conduct 

Finance and Administration Committee – Report No. 44, Oversight of the Queensland Integrity 
Commissioner 2013 and Review of Lobbyists Code of Conduct 

Queensland Government Response – Report No. 44, Oversight of the Queensland Integrity 
Commissioner 2013 and Review of Lobbyists Code of Conduct 

Transcript - public briefing relating to oversight responsibilities of the Integrity Commissioner held on 19 
March 2014 

Transcript - public briefing relating to oversight responsibilities of the Integrity Commissioner held on 26 
November 2014   

Government publications 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet (2013): Open government reform: Information paper no. 2: 
Overview of Queensland’s integrity framework. 

Department of the Premier and Cabinet (2013): Report of the results from a survey on Queensland’s 
integrity system. http://www.qld.gov.au/about/rights-accountability/open-
transparent/review/assets/results-queensland-integrity-system-survey.pdf  

Lobbyists Code of Conduct: 
http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/general/lobbyists_code_of_conduct_Sept
_2013.pdf 

http://www.qld.gov.au/about/rights-accountability/open-transparent/review/assets/results-queensland-integrity-system-survey.pdf
http://www.qld.gov.au/about/rights-accountability/open-transparent/review/assets/results-queensland-integrity-system-survey.pdf
http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/general/lobbyists_code_of_conduct_Sept_2013.pdf
http://www.integrity.qld.gov.au/library/document/catalogue/general/lobbyists_code_of_conduct_Sept_2013.pdf
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Websites 
Integrity Commissioner’s website: http://integrity.qld.gov.au  

Queensland Register of Lobbyists: http://lobbyists.integrity.qld.gov.au/who-is-on-the-register.aspx 

Integrity Commission Tasmania: http://www.integrity.tas.gov.au/home  

Ontario Office of the Integrity Commissioner: http://www.oico.on.ca/  

Written submissions  

Richard Bingham - Office of the Integrity Commissioner Strategic Review – Submission to the Review 
(Draft) 22 April 2015 

Other 

OECD (2013) Transparency and Integrity in Lobbying: http://www.oecd.org/corruption/ethics/Lobbying-
Brochure.pdf  

Deidre McKeown, ‘Who pays the piper? Rules for lobbying governments in Australia, Canada, UK and 
USA’. Parliamentary Library, 1 August 2014. 

Rolf Alter, ‘Clearer lobbying for cleaner policy making’. OECD Observer, May 2010. 

Nicholas W. Allard, ‘Lobbying is an Honourable Profession: The Right to Petition and The Competition To 
Be Right’, Stanford Law and Policy Review, 19(1), 2008, pp.23 – 68. 

 

  

http://integrity.qld.gov.au/
http://lobbyists.integrity.qld.gov.au/who-is-on-the-register.aspx
http://www.integrity.tas.gov.au/home
http://www.oico.on.ca/
http://www.oecd.org/corruption/ethics/Lobbying-Brochure.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/corruption/ethics/Lobbying-Brochure.pdf
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Appendix D Outstanding professional differences 
of opinion 

The following table outlines comments provided by the Commissioner on the Proposed Report that were 
not incorporated into this Final Report and remain outstanding professional differences of opinion. All 
comments provided by the Premier and the former Commissioner were incorporated into this Final 
Report. A complete copy of the comments provided by the current and former Commissioners, and the 
Premier, are included in Appendix E.  

# Section Commissioner Comment Reviewer Response Commissioner’s second 
response  

1 

5.2 Development 
of advice, 
Summary of 
investigation 
(page 24) 

Insert the following immediately 
after paragraph 3 commencing 
“Stakeholders viewed 
consistency…” 
“In Queensland, the confidentiality 
provision in s.24 of the Integrity Act 
2009 prevents the publication of 
any information about another 
person which came to the 
Commissioner’s knowledge through 
the Commissioner’s involvement in 
the administration of Chapter 3 of 
the Act. There is no exemption even 
for non-identifying information, and 
thus the publication of de-identified 
case studies would be precluded.  
Whilst the Commissioner has 
adopted the practice of publishing 
in the Annual Report a section 
indicating the general issues 
considered in advice give, 
publication of de-identified case 
studies would assist in raising public 
awareness of the Commissioner’s 
functions. The Act should be 
amended to ensure that there is no 
doubt about the Commissioner’s 
ability to do so.”  

No change was made. 
Language clarified to confirm 
this relates to fictional case 
studies. 
Intent was for ‘fictional or 
typical case studies’ (rather 
than real cases with new 
names).   
Various interpretations were 
provided by those consulted 
as to whether this would 
require change to legislation.  

I disagree, and believe my 
comments should be 
included in full. The overall 
intention of the Act requires 
a very high level of 
confidentiality, and it is my 
view that any fictional case 
study would breach s.24. 
This is because the 
prohibition applies to ‘any 
information about a person 
which comes to [my] 
knowledge because of [my] 
administration of the 
chapter’. 
 
Even a fictional case study 
must include ‘information 
about a person’ which has 
come to my knowledge 
through the administration 
of the Act, even though that 
person is unidentifiable. 

2 

5.2 Development 
of advice, 
Recommendation 
4 

Amend recommendation 4 to read 
“The Integrity Act 2009 should be 
amended to permit the 
Commissioner to publish de-
identified case studies addressing 
common issues and the principles 
on which they are based” 

Conditional on response to 
item 3.  See previous comment 

3 

7.1 Public 
awareness of 
ethics and 
integrity issues, 
Findings (page 

Paragraph 2, delete and substitute: 
“There is a need for balance on this 
issue. Whilst the Commission must 
fulfil the legislative obligation to 
raise public awareness of the 

The legislation states “the 
role of the Commissioner is 
to raise public awareness of 
ethics or integrity issues by 
contributing to public 

I maintain my view, and 
would be happy to discuss 
further if necessary. 
 
It is my responsibility as the 
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# Section Commissioner Comment Reviewer Response Commissioner’s second 
response  

32) office’s functions, there is no 
express legislative mandate to 
undertake a broader role in raising 
awareness of integrity issues 
generally. If the Act were amended 
to permit this, care must be taken 
to ensure that any public activity 
does not have the unintended 
consequence of discouraging 
designated persons from seeking 
advice.” 

discussion of these issues 
relevant to the integrity 
commissioner’s functions.”  
It is the Reviewers view that 
this provision should not be 
narrowly interpreted, and 
that the legislation does not 
require amendment as it 
should be the responsibility 
of the then Commissioner to 
interpret this role.  
Efforts and focus within the 
scope of the mandate should 
be decided by the FAC and 
Commissioner of the time.  

incumbent Commissioner to 
comply with the terms of 
the Act as I understand 
them. In my view the public 
awareness function does not 
permit awareness activity 
beyond the other (i.e. 
advisory and lobbying) 
functions of the 
Commissioner. 
 
I believe that the principal 
purpose of the legislation is 
the preventive, confidential 
advisory function. Further 
expansion of the public 
awareness function runs the 
risk of prejudicing the 
willingness of designated 
persons to seek advice. 
 
It should be noted that any 
role for the FAC should not 
impinge on my responsibility 
to comply with the Act. 

4 

8.1.2 Lobbying 
function, 
Findings (page 
37) 

Paragraph 1, insert 2 paragraphs 
immediately after: 
“However, the Integrity 
Commissioner has no investigative 
powers, and there are definitional 
issues around who is an in-house 
lobbyist, as opposed to who is an 
elector or organisation making  
representations on their own 
behalf. These factors may prove to 
be an impediment to the collection 
of meaningful information about 
the activities of in-house lobbyists.  
Nonetheless, there would be 
benefit in the Integrity 
Commissioner undertaking some 
preliminary research in this area.” 

Review has included 
reference to the practical 
issues raised by the current 
and former Commissioner in 
gathering data in relation to 
in-house lobbyists whilst 
they remain outside the 
scope of designated persons.  
 
The Reviewer considers that 
any definitional issues of in-
house lobbyist should not be 
a limiting factor as other 
jurisdictions have developed 
definitions that can be used. 
Further the Reviewer does 
not consider that this data 
collection is an exercise of 
investigative powers. 
 

I maintain my view, and 
would be happy to discuss 
further if necessary. In the 
absence of investigative 
powers, I do not believe that 
there is any real capacity to 
undertake anything other 
than preliminary research 
on this issue, nor would 
there be any practical 
benefit in seeking to do so. 
 
There is no ‘necessity’ for 
further clarification of the 
extent of lobbying by 
unregistered entities. In my 
view government could (and 
should) simply decide to 
implement the NSW system 
on the basis that national 
consistency is desirable, and 
that Queensland should 
adopt accepted best 
practice irrespective of the 
known extent of any 
unregistered entity 
lobbying. 
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# Section Commissioner Comment Reviewer Response Commissioner’s second 
response  

 
5 

8.1.3 Public 
awareness of 
ethics and 
integrity issues, 
Summary of 
investigation 

 
Paragraphs 2, 3 and 4. Delete and 
substitute: 
“Stakeholders consulted for this 
Review suggest that there is a need 
for further public education about 
Queensland’s Integrity and 
transparency systems. Whilst the 
Integrity Commissioner is one body 
which has a responsibility in this 
area, the perception raises 
questions which should be 
considered by other bodies also, 
including the CCC, the PSC and the 
Information Commissioner. The 
jurisdictional limitations of the 
Integrity Commissioner mean that 
the office cannot deal with the issue 
alone. 
Queensland has historically been an 
Australian leader in this respect, 
and in the production of materials 
and resources to assist in raising 
public awareness of ethics and 
integrity issues. Other jurisdictions 
now provide enhanced examples. 
For instance, the Tasmanian 
Commission has a designated 
prevention and education branch, 
which publishes video scenarios and 
tutorials on common integrity 
issues, such as conflicts of interest.  
Queensland would benefit from a 
whole-of -Government assessment 
of whether further effort in relation 
to public education is warranted, 
and if so, how it should be achieved. 
Findings 
A holistic assessment of the need 
for, and ways of providing, further 
public education should be 
undertaken with a view to 
improving the clarity of the integrity 
system in Queensland.  

 
Elements of Commissioner 
comment have been 
incorporated in the Final 
Report.  However, this 
Review does not consider 
that a further assessment of 
the need for public 
education is required, rather 
efforts should be 
concentrated on how 
education is best developed 
and delivered.   
 
Need to balance 
Commissioner’s role with 
whole of government 
response. It is important that 
the Integrity Commissioner 
retains a central role in 
driving the parts within his 
designated scope and sphere 
of influence.  
 

 
Whilst I acknowledge that 
other stakeholders may 
have expressed a different 
view to the Review, I do not 
agree that ‘the need for 
more education is 
established’. In my view the 
‘integrity space’ is already 
too crowded and complex, 
and what is needed is 
simplification rather than 
more education. 
 
The basic concepts in ethics 
and integrity are 
straightforward, and people 
really only need easy access 
to appropriate resources if 
and when an issue arises. 
 
This should extend to 
sources of advice if they 
have a question or doubt 
about an integrity issue; and 
a body with appropriate 
investigative skills and 
powers if they think 
something has gone wrong. 
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Appendix E Copy of comments received 
This Appendix contains complete copies of all comments received in relation to the Proposed Report: 

• Appendix E.1 – Comments received from Premier 
• Appendix E.2 – Comments received from current Integrity Commissioner 
• Appendix E.3 – Comments from the former Integrity Commissioner 
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E.1 Comments received from Premier 
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E.2 Comments received from current Integrity Commissioner 
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E.3 Comments from the former Integrity Commissioner 
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