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Police Anti-Corruption Branch Powers Pathetic
ACB detectives not able to check the identification of Government employees allegedly impersonating police
The limited powers of the South Australian Police Anti-Corruption Branch (ACB) to properly investigate other Government agencies brings into question its viability as a powerful anti-corruption watchdog a State Opposition MP claimed today.
The claims were made by Member for Davenport, Iain Evans, after the Police Commissioner, Mal Hyde, advised that it was outside of the ACB’s investigational charter to check whether Families and Communities’ investigators were carrying the proper authorisation needed to obtain privacy-protected information from a local council.
Mr Evans said today; “I have raised in the Parliament allegations that the Families and Communities’ Special Investigations Unit investigators, who were former police officers, had impersonated police to gain access to private information about foster carer and former Council employee Tom Easling. I did this as Mitcham Council had written to the Police expressing these concerns.
“I have also raised the question of whether the Special Investigation Unit investigators were properly authorised and used correct identification as required by the Children’s Protection Act,  when they sought and obtained private information about Mr Easling, a former pilot, from the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA).
“I did this because when departmental special investigators sought access to Mr Easling’s CAA files, the CAA requested written confirmation of their authority to search. In response to an FOI application the Department of Families and Communities said they don’t think the authority was ever provided to the CAA and that no such document can be found. 

“This raises the question, if there is no record of an authorisation and it was never provided, how were the investigators properly authorised and why was Mr Easling’s private information released?

“These are two cases of the Special Investigation Unit investigators requesting and receiving private information about Mr Easling where there are serious concerns about whether they had the proper authorisation and showed people the proof of their authority as required by law. 

“It is beyond belief that because of a lack of power a police investigation about Government investigators allegedly impersonating police to gain access to a private citizen’s information is concluded without anyone sighting the identification used by the investigators.  
“Mitcham Council believed these people were from the police and provided them with files they normally would not have access too yet it was outside the Anti Corruption Branch’s powers to even ask whether Families and Communities had issued the identification or to see a copy!  

“Further, Police are aware that another former employer declined to provide Mr Easling’s employment records just before Mitcham Council was approached. That employer refused access because no evidence of authority was produced by the investigators.

“The Police Commissioner has confirmed
 it was outside of the scope of the Anti-Corruption Branch’s Investigational Charter to check the identification of the investigators.

“In this case the Children’s Protection Act 1993
 requires that the Government investigators involved needed to be properly authorised to conduct the work they were doing and to produce written ‘evidence of authority’ when seeking assistance from others- like private employment records.”

Mr Evans went on to say, 
“The Anti-Corruption Branch’s investigation related to an incident in 2004 where staff from the Mitcham Council provided privacy-protected information to investigators from the Department of Families and Communities in the mistaken belief they were police detectives.  The Anti-Corruption Branch’s investigation concluded that Mitcham Council staff had wrongly assumed they were detectives.

“It is difficult to believe how such a serious mix up could have occurred if the required identification was used at the time. The appropriate identification would have said “Department of Families and Communities” not “South Australia Police” and this would have been noted on the Council’s files,” Mr Evans said

Mitcham Council wrote to Mr Easling saying,

‘At no stage has Council been provided with evidence that the two people conducting the investigation “were not police officers or SAPOL investigators or SAPOL employees at the time they approached and obtained files from Council”.’

“It is alleged that the Families and Communities employees did not have the necessary identification because they had not been granted the authority. Why else would Mitcham Council refer the matter to the Police? 

“I am very concerned because the Government has refused to release copies of the identification or authorisation through Freedom of Information applications. Since when has identification  deliberately produced for public use to protect the public become a secret from the public?
“In terms of fighting corruption if the Anti-Corruption Branch can’t even check whether these investigators used the required authorisation then their powers are pathetic and getting in the way of proper evidence collecting.

“An ICAC would have far more power to investigate,” Mr Evans said.
“Of course, the Government can simply solve this matter today- all Minister Jennifer Rankine has to do is to release the authorisations and the identifications that pre-date the approach to Mitcham Council.

“Now why won’t she do that, why the cover up?”
So in South Australia the police can’t investigate and the Government will not release information- bring on an ICAC!
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