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MEMBER FOR CARINE 

Corruption and Crime Commission Transcripts — Name Suppression — Personal Explanation 

MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [12.01 pm]: Under standing order 148, I rise to make a personal explanation. 

The SPEAKER: Proceed. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 

During the last parliamentary sitting, an issue was raised about the fact that my name was suppressed on the 
internet in relation to a Corruption and Crime Commission investigation. I would like to make the house aware 
of the facts surrounding the CCC’s decision to suppress my name. 

On Saturday, 3 May 2003, some five years and four months prior to my election as the member for Carine, I 
realised that my wife and I had forgotten to mail our local council voting papers. As this was the last day to get 
our papers in, I decided to drive down to the council chambers to personally lodge our letters. That is exactly 
what I did. However, as I drove down Cedric Street, just before reaching the Stirling Village Shopping Centre, I 
noticed a familiar face that I had not seen for a number of years. I pulled over to say hello and spoke to a 
Mr Kukulj for a few minutes. Among other things, he told me that he was helping with the local council 
elections. I then drove off and as stated above delivered my wife’s and my letters to the council chambers.  

In late 2004, the media made us all aware that there was an investigation concerning the 2003 council elections. I 
knew nothing more than what was being reported in the media at the time.  

On 7 December 2004, Mr Kukulj gave evidence to the CCC in relation to a number of charges that he was 
facing. My understanding is that one of the charges concerned the illegal collection of ballot papers while 
doorknocking on election day. My understanding is also that Mr Kukulj denied the charge and stated that the 
only ballot papers he received were the ones that I supposedly asked him to deliver for me as a favour, because I 
was supposedly too busy to do so. His statement is false. I had only two ballot papers and I delivered them 
personally to the council chambers, as I had initially set out to do.  

I would also like to make the house aware that I became aware of this transcript only in January 2006. Prior to 
that, I had no knowledge that my name was in any way associated with this investigation. Sometime during the 
first weeks of January 2006, I visited a cousin. During that visit his wife asked me about my name being 
recorded on the internet in relation to a CCC investigation. I advised her that she must be mistaken as I have 
never had any dealings with the CCC. I did not give the issue another thought at that time. A few days later, 
while I was on the internet, I remembered what she had said, and for the first time in my life I decided to search 
my name on the internet. I did not expect to see anything come up during the search. Members can imagine my 
shock at seeing my name mentioned in a CCC investigation in 2004.  

On 16 January 2006, I sent an email to the legal services directorate of the CCC. I would like to read some 
extracts from that email. According to my notes, it states — 

Attn: Legal Services Directorate 

Over the weekend I decided to search my name over the internet and was very concerned at what the 
search found. 

My name is mentioned in the transcripts of their investigation into the vote rigging by Adam Spagnolo.  

I couldn’t believe my eyes and more importantly the fact that I had no idea that my name had been 
mentioned and published on the internet. 

I can’t believe you would publish someone’s name in such a way without at least confirming the 
accuracy of the events. 

Potentially corrupt individuals are making false statements which you are then publishing on the 
internet. 

I would like this document immediately removed from the internet and my name deleted from all 
documents. 

I feel that I have been defamed by your documentation. 

I have nothing to do with this event and shouldn’t have my name associated with it. 

I would like an immediate response to this as I have a real concern about how this will affect my 
business interests and reputation. 
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I received an email response from the CCC three days later on 19 January 2006. I would like to read some 
extracts from that letter to all members of the house. It reads — 

Can I commence by saying that we understand your concern and have considered your request very 
carefully. However, the Commission has a policy not to suppress a person’s name unless there are 
special circumstances to warrant it. For there to be special circumstances in this case you would have to 
show that you were adversely mentioned without the opportunity to respond; or that the facts as stated 
in the transcript are inaccurate; or that it was not in the public interest to publish your name. 

Although we can understand your concern about how this may affect your reputation, it needs to be said 
that in our view you were not adversely mentioned. In short, Mr Kukulj told the Commission that you 
gave him half a dozen votes (belonging to your family) to take to the City of Stirling. There was no 
suggestion by Mr Kukulj that you were involved in any criminal activity. Because you were not 
adversely mentioned there does not appear to be any special circumstances in this case to warrant your 
name being suppressed from the transcript. 

Amazingly, the CCC was stating that because I had done nothing wrong my name would remain on the 
transcript. The letter continues — 

Finally, I note your concern that you have been defamed. In that regard I draw your attention to 
section 222 of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 that says that no action for defamation 
shall lie against the State in respect of the publishing of a transcript of a Commission hearing. 

While I appreciate that this letter may not be the response you were looking for, nevertheless your email 
has served a useful purpose. It has reinforced the need for the Commission to be vigilant in the 
protection of innocent citizens who may be adversely mentioned in public hearings.  

Once again I would like to thank you for expressing your concern. 

I took this to mean that the CCC would be more vigilant in the future—and bad luck for me.  

I sent further emails to the CCC, on 23 January 2006 and 30 January 2006, outlining why I thought I met the 
criteria for suppression. Initially, I pointed out a number of inaccuracies in Mr Kukulj’s evidence and the extent 
to which I could prove these inaccuracies.  

I received an email back on 31 January which, according to my notes, stated — 

Dear Sir 

Thank you for your email. 

From what you have told me it seems that no-one else was present when you met Mr Kukulj on Cedric 
Street. Is this true? If it is then it seems that no-one will be able to corroborate your version of events. 
That being the case, unfortunately there is not going to be any independent evidence from a third party. 

This was the CCC’s decision at that point; even though I could prove that I had only two ballot papers, my 
wife’s and mine, and not the six family members’ papers, and that we met on Cedric Street and not Jones Street. 

From my point of view, the CCC was giving the same consideration to evidence from someone who had 
committed a crime as that from an innocent bystander who had nothing to do with the case under consideration 
and who had done nothing wrong. According to my notes, the CCC letter continued, stating — 

I appreciate that this is not the response you were looking for. However, you must understand that in 
reaching this conclusion we are not saying that we disbelieve you.  

It is simply a case where there is no independent evidence to find a conclusion that Mr Kukulj’s 
evidence is inaccurate. 

Finally, can I once again thank you for bringing this matter to our attention. As I said in my last letter, 
your complaint has not been made in vain. It has reinforced the need for the Commission to be vigilant 
in the protection of innocent citizens who may be adversely mentioned in public hearings.  

Mr Speaker, to my surprise, on 2 February 2006 I received a phone call from one of the original CCC 
investigators. After speaking to that investigator, I was advised to send a concise email detailing my concerns. I 
did this on 2 February 2006. On 3 February 2006 I received the following response from the CCC 
investigator —  

Good morning Tony 
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This is just to let you know that I have passed on the additional information you provided below to the 
Director Operations and the Commissioner for their consideration. I have also discussed your concerns 
personally with them. 

I will be in contact when I have a response for you. 

On 17 February 2006 I received the following response from the Corruption and Crime Commission 
investigator — 

Hello Tony 

In relation to the matter involving your name on the internet I can advise that it has now been removed. 
Notification has also been sent to Google to ensure that they refresh their cache to reflect that the 
changes have been made. 

If you have any further queries please to not hesitate to contact me. 

Kind Regards 

That is the sad story of how I came to have my name mentioned and then suppressed on this CCC transcript. I 
also seek leave to lay papers on the table for the rest of today’s hearing. They are a letter from the Corruption 
and Crime Commission and also an email from the Corruption and Crime Commission investigator. 

[The papers were tabled for the information of members.] 
 


