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DIRECTOR GENERAL OF HEALTH - RELATIONSHIP WITH MR BRIAN BURKE 
Standing Orders Suspension - Motion 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [10.04 am] - without notice:  I move -  

That so much of standing orders be suspended as would allow the following motion to be moved 
forthwith -  

That this house calls on the Minister for Health to immediately initiate an investigation into the 
full extent of the relationship and communication between the Director General of Health, 
Neale Fong, and Brian Burke and whether the Minister for Health was aware of or involved in 
that relationship. 

Earlier today we saw an extraordinary event when the Minister for Health made a statement in this house in 
which he apologised for misleading the house in response to an answer given to me during the estimates 
committee hearings and apologised on behalf of the Director General of the Department of Health, Dr Neale 
Fong, for that answer.  First, I will read out my question.  I asked -  

I think the minister would agree that healthy leadership does not go hand in hand with Mr Brian Burke.  
Can the minister advise whether there has been any email correspondence between Brian Burke and any 
health department employee since 2003; and, if so, will the minister table the relevant correspondence? 

In response to that question, the minister said that he did not think there had been any correspondence.  He then 
turned to Dr Fong and asked him whether he had had communication with Mr Burke and the answer, in effect, 
was no.  Today the minister has provided a list of emails that revealed that there was communication between 
Dr Fong and Mr Burke.  In the minister’s statement, he said that Dr Fong had advised him that his recollection of 
the emails was that they included an invitation to dinner at Perugino Restaurant, which is already in the public 
arena; requests by Brian Burke on medical matters relating to individuals with whom Mr Burke is acquainted; 
and a request to meet someone on health department-related matters.  Those responses to a freedom of 
information request were between 21 February 2006 and 6 June 2006. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  They weren’t FOI responses.  That was as a result of a check. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  That was the minister’s check.  The opposition initiated an FOI request -  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I didn’t know that. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I am telling the minister.  We initiated an FOI request for emails between Mr Brian Burke 
and Dr Fong.  The response was that there was none.  We then made another FOI request seeking information, 
because we know that there have been some email communications.  If this is not the FOI response, which I 
thought it was, perhaps we do not have it.  However, the initial inquiry was that there were no communications. 

The SPEAKER:  The member has reached the point at which he should be debating the reason that standing 
orders should be suspended.  The member has outlined his concerns, and he now needs to debate the reasons to 
suspend standing orders. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  We will agree to the suspension of standing orders, and then you can put the substantive 
motion. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I will leave my comments there. 

The SPEAKER:  The question before the house is that standing orders be suspended.  If I hear a dissentient 
voice, I will have to divide the house.  I have satisfied myself that there is an absolute majority present. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [10.08 am]:  I move -  

That this house calls on the Minister for Health to immediately initiate an investigation into the full 
extent of the relationship and communication between the Director General of Health, Neale Fong, and 
Brian Burke and whether the Minister for Health was aware of or involved in that relationship. 

I will briefly give a recap of the issue, but it needs to be recorded in Hansard.  I will go right back to the very 
start.  The opposition became aware of an email communication between Mr Brian Burke and Dr Neale Fong.  
However, the email was of a relatively sensitive nature.  It was not, and is not, our intention to release that email 
publicly.  However, knowing that the email existed, we then made an FOI request for any emails between 
Mr Brian Burke and Dr Neale Fong.   
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Mr J.A. McGinty:  Was that about a patient or someone requiring medical treatment? 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  No.   

The response came back that there were no emails.  Knowing there was an email, we went back to FOI and said, 
“Look, we know there is an email; can you go back and have another look?”  Subsequent to that we had the 
estimates committee hearing and I wanted the minister and Neale Fong on the record saying there was no 
communication.  That is exactly what occurred.  I asked the minister, and the minister said there were not, to his 
knowledge.  He turned to Dr Fong and asked whether there were any emails and Dr Fong said no, not to his 
knowledge.  The minister has come in here today and apologised to the house for inadvertently misleading the 
house on the advice of Dr Fong.  He went on to say Dr Fong had advised him that his recollection of the emails 
is: an invitation to dinner at Perugino, which is already in the public arena - I will get to that later - and a request 
by Mr Brian Burke on medical matters related to individuals with whom Mr Burke is acquainted.  Again we see 
the pervasive influence of Mr Burke, who is able to ring up the Director General of Health to ask for health-
related management of his mates.  Everyone in this house knows how difficult it is to get onto a director general 
of anything to ask for information, let alone private medical information for his mates. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Your leader did that in the shooting incident. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  That is true.  I accept that.  I guess there is a little bit of difference between the Leader of the 
Opposition calling Dr Fong and Mr Brian Burke having direct access about what would seem to be a number of 
patients for whom he was seeking medical advice.  Perhaps he did not have a GP.  There was also a request to 
meet someone on health-related matters.  I interjected earlier to ask the minister whether he knew what that was 
and the minister said he would find out, so perhaps he will be able to tell us later.  We got from the minister 
today a copy of the emails that are allegedly all of the communication between Dr Fong and Mr Burke.  The first 
is dated 21 February 2006 and the other is dated 6 June 2006.  I can tell the minister that that is not the email of 
which we have a copy.  The dates for the email we have are outside that six-month period, so it is obvious that 
there are a number of other emails relating to communication between Mr Burke and Dr Fong that the minister 
has not tabled here today and that are definitely within the time period.  The email that related to Perugino is 
listed as an email on 25 May 2006.  I have a report here from news.com.au headed “Burke scandal leaves Rudd 
bruised”.  Members will recall that the whole issue was about Mr Rudd coming over for a dinner, a large number 
of people being invited to that dinner at Perugino and it being revealed that Mr Neale Fong was one of the 
invitees.  That dinner was on 1 August 2005, a year before the dinner at Perugino that the minister is talking 
about.  So there was an invitation to go with Brian Burke and a bunch of his cronies to a lunch or dinner at 
Perugino in May 2005 attended by Dr Fong, and another one in 2006.  He attended one a year before, on 
1 August 2005, with the current federal leader of the Labor Party.  I have to say that it gives me absolutely no 
pleasure to bring this issue before the house. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  We should get to the bottom of it.  I agree with you. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I have a great deal of respect for Neale Fong and I find it extremely disappointing.  I refer to 
some comments that were aired in the Sunday Times by the Australian Nursing Federation secretary Mark Olsen, 
talking about links between Brian Burke and Neale Fong.  As I recall it, and perhaps the minister will correct me 
if my memory is faulty, Neale Fong was a director of a company in which Brian Burke at least, and I think either 
Julian Grill or his wife and one of the two larger union representatives in this state, I forget which one -  
Mr T. Buswell:  Big Kev! 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  Kevin Reynolds, was it?  Those three were major shareholders.  The negotiations over the 
contract with Neale Fong were, as I understand it, undertaken by one of the senior representatives from the 
minister’s office, with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, I presume.  That was to discuss the 
development of that contract with Neale Fong.  During the time the contract was being negotiated, Dr Fong 
stood down as chairman of the company, which was obviously the appropriate thing to do.  However, questions 
were raised about his links through that company with Brian Burke.  At the same time, the month Neale Fong 
was appointed as the head of the health department, Paradigm Resources, a company “linked to Brian Burke and 
Julian Grill” - those are the words here - won a multimillion dollar WA government contract at the height of a 
ban on ministers and their staff meeting lobbyists.  I am not suggesting, minister, that Neale Fong had a hand in 
that.  He was appointed in the same month that Paradigm was given the contract.  I am trying to highlight the all-
pervasive connection - which we will deal with later today when we consider the report that was tabled last 
night - with Brian Burke and Julian Grill and how they are able to get their tentacles into all levels of 
government and government staff.  In fact, I will talk about that when we discuss the report later.  I will refer to 
the list of government staff who are listed on an email inviting people to a $275-a-head function for the member 
for Riverton.  Large numbers of current government staff were invited to that function.  Those two have their 
tentacles everywhere and it is of extreme concern to me that the highest paid public servant in Australia has such 
connections, which were initially denied, and which still have not been brought out through the FOI system, 
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which is supposed to reveal issues like that.  Subsequent to all that, after all that time had passed, there was 
communication between Dr Fong and Mr Burke about a further meal at Perugino - this was a year after he was 
appointed - and about private contacts of Mr Burke, discussing medical details with Dr Fong. 

It is just not appropriate for that sort of communication and contact to take place, particularly when we have had 
the former Premier of the state banning everybody from having contact with Burke and Grill.  However, through 
the whole time dating right back to when Dr Fong was first appointed as chief of the health department, it would 
appear there has been communication.  We have an email, and I cannot say when it is dated because I do not 
want to give away where it came from, but it is certainly dated outside the time frame to which I have referred.  
It was certainly not provided to us through FOI or by the minister, so we have to wonder what else there is and 
how much there is.  It is imperative that the minister have that fully investigated.   

We have referred in the motion to whether the minister had any knowledge of this matter.  We have done that for 
this reason.  The minister’s chief of staff was involved in the negotiations on the contract for Neale Fong.  The 
minister’s chief of staff helped to set the conditions for that contract and helped to negotiate the salary.  
Presumably, the minister had some input on that matter.  It would be impossible for the minister’s chief of staff 
and the minister not to have been aware of the company of which Neale Fong was a director, which involved 
Brian Burke, and also Julian Grill or his wife.  I believe Neale Fong has sufficient integrity that he would have 
made sure that he told the selection committee that that was the case.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  My recollection of the events at the time is that he told me that he would be resigning his 
directorship if he were appointed.  My recollection is that he did exactly that. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  That is exactly true.  I am saying that, at that stage, the minister knew.  The minister also 
knew that Hon Geoff Gallop had placed a ban on contact -  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  On ministers.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Sure, on ministers.  The minister makes that point as though it is important.  To me, it is not 
important.  Geoff Gallop banned ministers from contacting Burke and Grill.  Therein lies the failure of that ban, 
because, from what the minister has just said, any chief executive officer, or any member of a government 
department, was free to contact Brian Burke and Julian Grill as lobbyists.  That ban did not deter Brian Burke 
and Julian Grill one iota.  They would just work with the chief of staff of whatever department it was, and that 
chief of staff would work with the minister to sort out whatever the problem was.  It was just a convenient ploy 
to try to take public attention away from the fact that Burke and Grill were up to their armpits in manipulating 
government decisions time and again.   

The point I am making is that the minister knew that that arrangement was in place.  Did the minister say to 
Dr Fong, “Look, I know you have had a bit of an association with Burke, but he is persona non grata.  He is not 
someone you should be in communication with.  He is not someone you should be dealing with”?  The 
opposition has evidence of a series of direct communications between those two gentlemen, some to do with 
medical issues, some to do with health issues, and some to do with the issues that are raised in the email that we 
have a copy of.  I cannot talk about that email at this time, but it deals with an extremely important subject.   

The minister needs to give a full and detailed explanation, and, not only that, hold a full and detailed 
investigation. 

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.22 am]:  I want to make a couple of 
comments in support of the arguments articulated by the member for Dawesville.  It is important that the 
Parliament and the public of this state understand the full extent of the relationship and the contacts between 
Brian Burke and Neale Fong.  We know thus far that Neale Fong attended a dinner at Perugino Restaurant in 
West Perth on 1 August 2005.  That was the now infamous Kevin Rudd fundraising dinner, at which Kevin Rudd 
met certain people of influence around Western Australia.  My recollection is that when Dr Fong was pressed on 
why he had attended that dinner, he said that he had a genuine interest in China, and he wanted to understand 
Mr Rudd’s perspective on China and Australia’s relationship with China.  When Dr Fong was asked questions 
about his relationship with Brian Burke, he basically batted those questions away.  These are serious issues.  I 
am sure the minister will agree, when he responds to this motion, that this matter needs to be fully explained to 
the Parliament. 

I want to step the minister through a process that the opposition entered into earlier this year.  Earlier this year, 
the opposition came into possession - as the member for Dawesville has pointed out - of an email that had been 
sent from Mr Brian Burke to Neale Fong in about August 2005, give or take.  It was at around that time - the 
middle of 2005.  We thought it would be interesting to obtain a copy of that email from the Department of 
Health.  Therefore, we made a freedom of information application to the health department.  That FOI 
application was sent to the health department on 28 March 2007.  That FOI application sought any 
correspondence from Julian Grill to Neale Fong, any correspondence from Neale Fong to Julian Grill, any 
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correspondence from Brian Burke to Neale Fong, and any correspondence from Neale Fong to Brian Burke.  It 
was an all-encompassing FOI request.  We received a response to that FOI application from the health 
department on 4 May.  That response was headed “Notice of decision; documents not found.”  Therefore, on 
4 May, we received advice from the Department of Health that it had no documents that would be covered under 
the gamut of that FOI request; that is, correspondence or emails between Neale Fong, and Brian Burke and 
Julian Grill.  

We immediately lodged an internal appeal.  In other words, we asked the health department to review its internal 
process, following the procedures of the Freedom of Information Act.  The health department contacted us a 
couple of weeks ago and sought an extension of time for that internal review, which we granted, because we in 
the Leader of the Opposition’s office are quite generous!  Funnily enough, minister - this is the point that has 
caused me some interest - we received the response to the review of that decision at about five o’clock last night, 
when it was hand-delivered to the Parliament.  At five o’clock last night, we received the result of our FOI 
request; that is, we received the very emails that the minister referred to in his ministerial statement this morning.  
Of course, in the interim, the member for Dawesville had asked the minister during the estimates about the 
nature of any contact between Neale Fong and Mr Burke, and the minister had denied that there had been any 
contact.  I know that that FOI information came from the health department and not the minister’s office.  I am 
not suggesting at all that the minister -  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I had no knowledge of that.  What did the reply that you received last night say?  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The reply that we received last night referred exactly to the emails that the minister referred 
to this morning.  It may well be a lucky coincidence that the minister, in his statement to the house this morning, 
referred to the very emails that we have received as a result of that FOI process and that were hand-delivered to 
the Parliament at the close of business last night.  However, it may be that a bit of political spin has come into 
the way in which that information was provided.  I do not know.  I have my suspicions, but I will let the minister 
explain that.  I want to make sure that the minister is absolutely clear about the process.  We know that there 
were emails between Fong and Burke in 2005.  We know that through the FOI process that we initiated in March 
this year to seek those documents.  On 4 May, the health department told us that there were no documents.  We 
then requested an internal review, and, lo and behold, last night, at the close of business, those documents turned 
up!  That is our FOI process so far.  Funnily enough, today the minister made a statement on that matter.   

A couple of matters need to be followed up.  The first is that it is abundantly clear that the health department has 
not provided details of all the emails between Brian Burke and Neale Fong, and vice versa.  That is an 
established fact.  I think the minister needs to say to the health department, “What on earth is going on here?  
Why are you failing to disclose the true nature of your contact, and the frequency of your contact, with 
Mr Burke?”  That needs to be clearly established.  I am sure the minister will attempt to do that; or perhaps not, 
and we will deal with that in due course.  That is fact number one.  The FOI process yielded emails that are only 
a subset of the true picture.  Why was this attempt to mislead, or deceive, entered into?  Dr Fong has provided 
emails for the period 21 February 2006 to 5 June 2006.  Why was that period arbitrarily chosen out of the totality 
of the time that Dr Fong has been in that position, which I think goes back to 2004?  This is a very serious 
allegation.  We know that there were emails between Dr Fong and Mr Burke in 2005.  That is the first issue. 

The second issue is why the health department computer system, or IT system, cannot retrieve emails that are 
more than three months old.  It strikes me as unbelievable in this modern day and age that a major government 
department cannot retrieve emails that are more than three months old.  I know that the minister sought advice 
from the Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, but I suggest that he may wish to 
engage some of those forensic information technology staff, and let them go to the Department of Health and 
have a good look.  One of the things we discovered last night in the debate on the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee report was that forensic analysis can yield things that we can only imagine.  To be honest, it beggars 
belief that the Department of Health cannot provide copies of emails outside of a three-month period.  That 
serious issue needs to be followed up.  
The member for Dawesville raised another very interesting question.  In his ministerial statement this morning 
the minister said that Dr Fong had advised him that his recollection of emails was “as follows”.  Why has he 
only just had that recollection when just six or seven weeks ago in estimates he could not recall at all?  How can 
he have this sudden flash of memory in suddenly remembering emails from Brian Burke?  I suggest that the 
Director General of the Department of Health would remember correspondence he had with Brian Burke.  I 
suspect that any senior public servant or anyone in public life in this state would remember if they got into the 
lift next to Brian Burke, even if they did not speak to him.  He is not the sort of person, given his reputation, that 
one would forget receiving emails from.  It defies logic to suggest that Neale Fong, during the estimates 
hearings, could not recall emails from Brian Burke, and yet today the minister tells us that he has suddenly been 
able to recollect the nature of them.  Coincidentally, that recollection happened at about the time the freedom of 
information process provided the opposition with details of nine specific emails either sent or received.  There is 
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no logic to that flow of events, and I suspect that Dr Fong may at least have had a suspicion during estimates that 
he had received emails from Brian Burke.  One would not forget receiving emails from that individual, given the 
events that exploded around him late last year and early this year.  

The final point is that the minister talked about an invitation to dinner at Perugino.  In his statement the minister 
spoke of “an invitation to dinner at Perugino, which is already in the public arena”.  Let us not forget that the 
dinner at Perugino took place on 5 August 2005.  This was the famous Rudd dinner.  Emails between Brian 
Burke and Neale Fong with “Perugino” in the subject area were sent on 29 May 2006.  Why would they be 
sending emails about a dinner that happened almost a year before?  That statement does not stand up to proper 
scrutiny.  I suggest that Dr Fong and Mr Burke had had subsequent meetings at Perugino.  Why was he sending 
an email almost a year later?  Was he sending the bill so that Mr Burke could pay it?  I doubt it.  Maybe Dr Fong 
was sending Mr Burke some photographs he took on the evening, that he had suddenly found on his digital 
camera.  Maybe he said, “Brian, thanks for a good night.”  I do not know.  What is the logical explanation for 
Neale Fong sending emails to Brian Burke with “Perugino” in the subject line?  It certainly could not be in 
relation to the dinner that was held almost 12 months earlier.  I put it to the minister that Dr Fong and Mr Burke 
had had at least one more meeting at Perugino, and probably more. 

In conclusion, the minister’s statement this morning raises as many, if not more questions than it answers.  It 
certainly establishes that Neale Fong has suddenly had a memory recharge, or has in some way improved his 
memory between estimates and now.  That has been established, but the statement also indicates, firstly, that 
Dr Fong is not giving us the full picture of his relationship with Brian Burke, because we know that there are 
other emails.  Secondly it is more than likely that there were other meetings at Perugino.  The onus is on the 
minister to take this further.  He must go back to Dr Fong and say that the minister, the Parliament and the 
people of Western Australia want to understand the full nature of his relationship with Brian Burke.  It is all just 
a little bit cosy that this has tied in very nicely with the hand delivery last night from the Department of Health to 
Parliament of the very same information that we obtained under freedom of information. 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Health) [10.35 am]:  I am inclined to support this motion, 
because the issues raised are of significant public interest and importance, and we need to get to the bottom of 
them.  I thank the member for Dawesville for raising the issues in the way in which he has.  I will go back to the 
beginning of this matter, which was the estimates committee.  The member for Dawesville will no doubt have as 
clear a recollection of this matter as I do.  It is set out in the Hansard of Estimates Committee A of Wednesday, 
23 May 2007, at page E219.  It reads - 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I have a question to which I am sure the answer will be brief, but I want to get it on 
the record.  I refer to the first dot point under “Healthy Leadership” on page 585.  I think the minister 
would agree that healthy leadership does not go hand in hand with Mr Brian Burke.  Can the minister 
advise whether there has been any email correspondence between Brian Burke and any health 
department employee since 2003; and, if so, will the minister table the relevant correspondence? 

The CHAIRMAN:  That was a rather long bow, member, but we will see what the minister wants to do 
with that question. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It was not a long bow, Madam Chair; it was a simple question that has a simple 
answer. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I do not think it relates to a specific budget line, but we will see. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It is healthy leadership. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I have just asked the director general and he said that there has been no email 
communication between him and Brian Burke between 2003, which I think was the date the member 
gave -  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Yes, since 2003. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Dr Fong became director general in 2004 and the answer in respect of him is no.  
There are 35 000 or 37 000 employees in the health sector.  I cannot vouch for every one of those 
employees. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  That is not necessary, minister.  I am satisfied. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, I did not think it was.  That is the answer from Dr Fong.  However, can I say 
that I spoke with Brian Burke once and it was very brief!  However, there was no email. 

The rest of my answer is not relevant for today’s purposes.  

Dr K.D. Hames:  It was obviously designed without our knowledge of that email in mind. 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member is more cunning than I gave him credit for.  He will recall that when he asked 
the question, I leaned over to Dr Fong, who was sitting next to me.  I asked him for the answer, he said no and I 
related that information back to the member, in good faith.  When I became aware that the information I 
conveyed to the member on that occasion was not correct, I did what I thought was the right thing as soon as I 
was able to get the information together.  I have only been made aware of it in the past few days. 

Mr T. Buswell:  Funny, that! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  For whatever reason, that was quite honestly when I became aware of it.  

Dr K.D. Hames:  You got a copy of our FOI material.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, I did not.  I might have obtained the information, but I did not know that there was an 
FOI response last night.  Many FOI responses come in, but I do not think I was aware that there was an FOI 
request from the opposition. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  I accept that, but it does raise questions about how an FOI response should suddenly, without 
the minister knowing it, appear on his desk. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Nonetheless, Dr Fong gave me the answer that there was no email communication.  As I 
stated in the brief ministerial statement this morning, the reason for that - this may be related to the opposition’s 
freedom of information request - was that information was given to him by the department in April.  I mentioned 
in the ministerial statement that there was no email record.  He was relying on advice provided to him on 
24 April 2007 that there had been a search of all tracking systems that did not reveal any correspondence with 
Brian Burke, which is consistent with what the member has told me was the first response to the opposition’s 
FOI request.  I did not know that until this morning.   

What concerns me about this series of events is that, firstly, the member for Dawesville has told me he has 
another earlier email that falls outside this time frame.  That concerns me, as I relied initially on what Dr Fong 
told me; that is, there were no emails.  I then relied, in my statement this morning, on what he subsequently told 
me; that is, there were nine emails, five outgoing and four incoming, between Dr Fong and Brian Burke.  Now 
the member for Dawesville tells me there are more. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  I am aware specifically of only one.  I suspect more. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is fine.  If there is one other, that is too many, if I am to rely on information I am 
provided with, as I need to be provided with accurate information.  I do not impute to anyone in this matter any 
dishonest motive, but I am concerned if the information that I relay to Parliament, by whatever means, is not 
accurate.  That is a matter that must be properly investigated.  Similarly, I say to the member for Vasse that I find 
it hard to believe that emails of more than three months old are not retrievable.  That was the reason that when - 

Dr K.D. Hames:  We have seen that in the other report tabled last night, haven’t we?  The report went back 
through the emails of the member for Riverton - well beyond three months. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes.  I delete emails off my system from time to time.  Whether they have been deleted 
and therefore cannot be retrieved after three months, I do not know.  I do not know the technical answer to that. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Yes, they can. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Nonetheless, because I was concerned about that issue, I requested the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet, which is responsible generally for IT through ministerial offices and departments and is 
certainly capable of providing that advice, to confirm what I had been told by the Department of Health - that is, 
these particular emails could not be retrieved - and the Department of the Premier and Cabinet confirmed that it 
was correct.  However, like the disbelief of the member for Vasse, my concern led to that action being taken to 
ascertain why we could not get access to those emails.  It was my intention to come into this place and say, 
“Sorry, we have made a mistake in the information we have conveyed to you.  I did it, relying on the advice 
given by the director general, who tells me it was inadvertence on his part.  Nonetheless, we have found them 
and here they are”, so that members would have had the text of those emails.  If there are other emails, we may 
need to do a more rigorous search.  I presume that if information has been provided to the member for 
Dawesville through freedom of information legislation last night that there were nine emails, people would not 
be saying nine if they knew there were more.  As I said, I do not impute any dishonesty to anyone, but it seems 
that there is at least a systems issue involved here that needs to be corrected. 

I am aware of the Perugino Restaurant dinner or lunch, I think it was.  In fact, I am not sure whether it was lunch 
or dinner. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  I suspect one may have been a lunch and one may have been a dinner. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I do not know. 
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Mr T. Buswell:  They probably had a little table in the corner! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Not for me, I assure the member for Vasse. 

Nonetheless, we need to get to the bottom of this matter.  I do not wish the influence of Brian Burke to hang over 
any department that I am associated with in any way, shape, or form.  As far as I am involved, in the time that I 
have been a minister I recollect one conversation with Brian Burke, which was as we passed.  It was not a 
meeting as such; we simply happened to pass and we exchanged pleasantries. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  What did he say to you? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Tell us. 

Mr T. Buswell:  “Did you forget my Christmas card?” 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  We were very civil, let me put it that way. 

I assure members that of all members of this place I am, for historical reasons, the least likely to have any 
relationship with Brian Burke. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  I don’t think that’s true at all. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Over the decades I think I can hold my hand up on that count. 

That is the only issue that really concerns me about the closing part of the motion put forward by the member for 
Dawesville in relation to my involvement with Brian Burke.  I am happy to look into that but, frankly, I think it 
is drawing an exceedingly unlikely bow. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  Do you think the involvement of your chief of staff and the knowledge of contact warrants 
that? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Sure.  I just sound a note of caution about the drafting of the final few words of the 
motion.  My view is, in the light of the matters that have been raised today, that this matter needs to be 
investigated.  It is about the integrity of the health department, its director general and other senior staff.  It 
appears that the information I have been provided with, and I therefore provided to this Parliament, has not been 
comprehensive.  I hope that the member for Dawesville will provide me with more information about his 
particular email, as that might well provide the key. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  I really can’t without - 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Even on a strictly confidential basis. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  Unless you can tell me who it’s from. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I think I have told the member for Dawesville all I know about emails between two other 
people, not me. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  Yes, I know. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  All I am saying is that to properly get to the bottom of this, if the member for Dawesville 
can be of some assistance in enabling me to properly track through the vast bulk of emails, I would be 
appreciative of that. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  It depends on how you set up the inquiry.  If you set up the inquiry that has a closed 
component that allows me to reveal information confidentially, then - 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I would not ask the member for Dawesville to breach any confidence.  I would simply say, 
“Can you assist me by providing me details?” 

Dr K.D. Hames:  What sort of inquiry would you set up? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Dawesville has just moved the motion and he has asked me to conduct an 
inquiry.  I will do it, but I have not given any thought to how it might be done as yet.  My inclination would be to 
properly go through all of these issues that have been raised during the course of debate today so that this 
Parliament can be satisfied that it has all the knowledge of everything that has transpired between Neale Fong 
and Brian Burke, and whether there are any incidental or related matters. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Attorney General, my reading of the motion reveals the confidence and respect that the 
opposition has in you, because it is asking you to investigate yourself. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Indeed, and that is why I said that the motion was rather strangely worded, but I am happy 
to look into myself. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  Who is going to fall on the sword?  That is the question. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 21 June 2007] 

 p3510b-3517a 
Dr Kim Hames; Speaker; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Jim McGinty; Ms Sue Walker 

 [8] 

Dr K.D. Hames:  The issue with that really is that we discussed that we would obviously prefer an independent 
inquiry, but the motion was left blank to give you the opportunity of putting forward what you thought would be 
the most credible inquiry.  If you put forward a lame duck inquiry that is totally in-house and is - what is the 
phrase - Nero investigating Nero, that would not have credibility and the matter won’t end there. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Sure. 
Dr K.D. Hames:  It needs to be an inquiry that seems to be at arm’s length and seems to be credible. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I think we have the same objective here; that is, to deal with this matter comprehensively 
and conclusively; to have a full public understanding of everything that has occurred; the nature of the 
relationships; if any, more detail on the emails; and all those sorts of matters.  That is the reason I have indicated 
that I am happy to agree to the motion that the member for Dawesville moved, because I certainly want that in 
respect of the health department, and I think the Parliament needs it.  That is putting it in a nutshell.  For those 
reasons, with the qualification about the wording of the tail of the motion, I understand exactly what the member 
for Dawesville means - 
Dr K.D. Hames:  There is always a sting in the tail. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  We will be able to take this motion away and make sure that we conclusively get to the 
bottom of all these matters. 
MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [10.47 am]:  I rise to support this motion, which reads - 

That this house calls on the Minister for Health to immediately initiate an investigation into the full 
extent of the relationship and communication between the Director General of Health, Neale Fong, and 
Brian Burke and whether the Minister for Health was aware of or involved in that relationship. 

I support the motion because this casts a new light on the QEII meeting the other night.  If the Minister for 
Health has a relationship with Brian Burke and if people can arrange meetings or Mr Burke can arrange meetings 
with the Minister for Health, one would have to have a look at all the developments that are going on in relation 
to hospitals in this state. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  You must be the only person in this house who thinks that Brian Burke would do that. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  No.  It is well known from Corruption and Crime Commission transcripts that Brian Burke 
and Julian Grill work in conjunction, and often with Noel Crichton-Browne. 
Several members interjected. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I came under attack at the QEII meeting from members and public officials of the 
Nedlands charter group, some of whom are very closely connected with Noel Crichton-Browne.  I want to know 
whether, the Minister for Health has arranged - or Mr Burke has arranged - any meeting between him and the 
Nedlands charter group and the City of Nedlands in relation to the development of QEII. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Categorically no.  Anything else? 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  That is what I want to know, because it is quite clear to me from looking at the emails that 
Mr Burke has influence over the Attorney General.  He may laugh but I have seen the email.  Maybe he is 
oblivious to it; I do not know.  Maybe he keeps people at arm’s length.  The fact is that the Nedlands charter 
group has connections to Noel Crichton-Browne, who has direct connections to Brian Burke.  The Attorney 
General has been the subject of a meeting that Mr Burke organised.  The Attorney General is connected to Brian 
Burke. 
Question put and passed.   
 


