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MEMBER FOR MINDARIE — CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION REPORT 

Article in The West Australian — Personal Explanation 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [2.48 pm]: There are two matters arising from the Corruption and Crime 
Commission report tabled on Tuesday by yourself, Mr Speaker, on a question of privilege. I refer to the article in 
this morning’s The West Australian headed “Burke attacks CCC for not letting him counter Quigley evidence”. 
The report states — 

Mr Burke said he was never given the opportunity to answer evidence given to the CCC by MP John 
Quigley about a meeting in Mr Quigley’s driveway involving the two men and former MP Norm 
Marlborough.  

The article then apparently quotes Mr Burke, and if the quote is accurate, it is a serious issue for Mr Burke. It 
states — 

“Norm was not called to give evidence and, although I gave evidence after John, I was not asked about 
the meeting,” Mr Burke said. “John’s evidence, which was included, was wrong in several respects 
ranging from the trivial — ‘Brian was wearing aviator sun glasses’, I don’t own any or know what they 
are — to the more important things attributed to me I did not say. 

Those words indicate to the reporter and the reader that Mr Burke has a recollection of this meeting and that he 
could have given evidence about that meeting to the Corruption and Crime Commission. Paragraph 48 of the 
CCC report states — 

It is not necessary, and often positively undesirable, to put one person’s evidence at investigative 
hearings to another in order to give them an opportunity to comment on it. 

That was also reported in this morning’s The West Australian. 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The house does not object to the member making a personal explanation. However, 
standing order 148 states — 

. . . with the consent of the Speaker, a member may explain a matter of a personal nature. A personal 
explanation will not be debated. 

Clearly the member is about to enter into a debate about the CCC report and, presumably, a defence of himself 
and Brian Burke. 

The SPEAKER: The member for Cottesloe’s reading of the standing orders is quite accurate. Personal 
explanations are very succinct debates on a particular point. The member for Mindarie knows those rules, and I 
expect that he will follow them. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The CCC report continues — 

What is important is to provide an opportunity for the person to give a full account of their memory of 
the relevant events, and Mr Burke had that opportunity. 

Indeed, as shown at paragraph 109 of the CCC report, Mr Burke gave evidence on the matters he has now given 
to the reporter. When Mr Burke was asked about a meeting between himself, Mr Marlborough and me, he says at 
paragraph 109 on page 31 of the CCC report — 

I don’t recall exactly, but I think I spoke to him and to Quigley and just said that I thought that they 
were wrong. 

Mr Hall, senior counsel assisting, then asks — 

Separately or together? 

Mr Burke responded — 

No, it would have been separate. I can’t remember, but it would have been separately. I don’t recall 
meeting them together. 

The exchange between Mr Hall and Mr Burke continued — 

Did it extend beyond that, saying, “I don’t agree with you”? Did you give reasons?---I think—Mr Hall, 
I think I would have gone into the—into the reasons to some degree and probably expressed myself 
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forcefully. I don’t know, but I would have said to them, “Look, you haven’t done this properly,” or, 
“This is wrong” et cetera. 

The importance of this evidence, which was not reported in The West Australian, is, of course, that it is 180 per 
cent in direct contradiction of what Mr Burke is now claiming in The West Australian. 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member is clearly debating the issue. If he wants to debate the CCC report and 
explain his relationship to Brian Burke, I suggest he move to suspend standing orders so that he can make a 
statement, and we will cooperate with that. 

The SPEAKER: I think the member for Mindarie’s contribution is now into the realms of debating the point he 
wishes to make at a later stage. If the member wishes to express his views on a particular part of the CCC report, 
without debating who said what and so forth, he should do it. A broad debate on the inaccuracy of The West 
Australian is not part of the personal explanation. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I was just getting to the personal explanation. 

The SPEAKER: The personal explanation should start from when the member stands. The member should get 
straight to the personal explanation. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will not debate it further other than to point out the contradiction in what has been 
attributed to me and the attack put upon me by Mr Burke, which is just not credible or sustainable, given his 
sworn evidence. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You’re in more trouble than Ned Kelly and you know it. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Sorry? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You are a joke. Keep going. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Another matter which I raise by way of personal explanation, and which the member for 
Avon raised with me, is my reported comment that lying or deception is part of the stock in trade. That was 
given in the context of me being questioned about misleading Brian Burke in the particular circumstances under 
which I misled him, which were that he had deceived me, I was sick and he was still pressing it upon me. In 
evidence I had said that I had bulldusted a bullduster and I will not apologise for that. That was part of the stock 
in trade of dealing with someone who was deceiving someone and trying to get someone to do something 
improper, which I would not do under any circumstance.  
 


