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The CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission, I would like to thank you for your appearance before us today. The purpose of this 
hearing is for the committee to speak with you for the purpose of gathering evidence in aid of the 
committee’s inquiries into the use of public examination by the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
You have previously appeared before public examinations conducted by the Corruption and Crime 
Commission and you have provided a submission to the committee to aid this inquiry earlier this 
year. I would like to take this opportunity to introduce myself as the Chair of the committee. To my 
left is the Deputy Chairman, Mr John Hyde MLA, the member for Perth, and to his left is Hon Matt 
Benson-Lidholm MLC, the member for the Agricultural Region. To my right is Mr Frank Alban 
MLA, member for Swan Hills.  

The Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission is a committee of the 
Parliament of Western Australia. This hearing is a formal procedure of the Parliament and therefore 
commands the same respect given to proceedings in the houses themselves. Even though the 
committee is not asking witnesses to provide evidence on oath or affirmation, it is important that 
you understand that any deliberate misleading of the committee may be regarded as a contempt of 
Parliament. This is a public hearing and Hansard will be making a transcript of the proceedings. If 
you refer to any documents during the evidence, it would assist Hansard if you could provide the 
full title for the record.  

Before we proceed to the questions we have for you today, I do need to ask a series of preliminary 
ones. Firstly, have you completed the “Details of Witness” form?  

Mr Burke: I have.  

The CHAIRMAN: Secondly, do you understand the notes at the bottom of the form about giving 
evidence to a parliamentary committee?  

Mr Burke: I do.  

The CHAIRMAN: Did you receive and read the information for witnesses briefing sheet provided 
in advance of today’s hearing?  

Mr Burke: Yes.  

The CHAIRMAN: Do you have any questions in relation to being a witness at today’s hearing?  

Mr Burke: No. 

[11.15 am] 

The CHAIRMAN: Mr Burke, we do have some questions for you today in terms of the inquiry 
before the committee. You did provide a concise submission to the committee, but I understand you 
would like to elaborate on that, so I would encourage you to make your opening remarks now. 

Mr Burke: Thank you, Mr Chairman. Mr Chairman, I first seek the indulgence of the committee in 
allowing my daughter, Sarah, to sit with me. She is a legal practitioner, and I note from the 
information provided to me that she is allowed to be present.  

The CHAIRMAN: Yes. 
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Mr Burke: Thank you. I would like to thank you for the opportunity of meeting with the committee 
today, and in particular to thank you for the courtesy unfailingly extended by Mr Burton in his 
dealings with me. I am grateful for that.   

There is no more higher profile aspect of the operation of the Corruption and Crime Commission 
than the public hearings that it has held. And while I note, Mr Chairman, that your explanation 
about these hearings is that they are not provoked by, or resulting from, the death of the witness in 
the City of Stirling matter, there is absolutely no doubt that in the public’s mind, the question of 
public hearings and the tragic suicide of that witness are irrevocably linked. I believe the Corruption 
and Crime Commission, despite its best efforts to explain its actions, bears substantial responsibility 
for the tragic suicide of that witness. There is just one test that needs to be applied, and that is this: 
how would it have disadvantaged the Corruption and Crime Commission to have postponed the 
public hearings that it was contemplating? The answer is that the commission would not have been 
disadvantaged at all. Possessed of the knowledge that one of the witnesses was suicidal, the 
commission decided to proceed to public hearings, sufficiently inhibited by the need to inform that 
witness’s family of the man’s inclination to self-harm, and, notwithstanding that, to proceed to hold 
the public hearings that were anticipated. The simple test is this: had the commission decided to 
postpone those hearings, would the outcome in this tragic event have been any different? No-one 
can answer the question, except to say this: the deliberations of the Corruption and Crime 
Commission, its inquiry and its investigation, would not have been inhibited one wit by the decision 
to postpone those hearings, or to cancel them, or to hold them in private. Notwithstanding that, the 
commission, possessed of the concern about the man’s tendency to self-harm, informed his now 
widow, after the man had left to work thousands of kilometres away on the fly in, fly out basis on 
which he was employed, where there was no services of any substantial nature to assist with the 
inclination to self-harm, and where the only advice that could be offered by the commission’s 
officers who called on the now widow was perhaps that she contact beyondblue or some other 
appropriate suicide intervention service.  

That is the first thing about public hearings and the damage that they can do. The second is the 
absolutely scandalous treatment extended to the late John D’Orazio. I spoke to John a number of 
times after he retired from Parliament, and there is absolutely no question in my mind that he felt 
that he was scourged into shame by the public hearings and subsequent wrong report of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission. He was a man who was in my view blameless, and in the view 
of the then parliamentary inspector, Malcolm McCusker, blameless, and a man who was the victim 
of mistakes at bureaucratic level for which he was subsequently pilloried. When I spoke to John 
D’Orazio, he said to me repeatedly, “Brian, if these inquiries had been held in private, I would at 
least have felt that I was not being publicly humiliated and disgraced by things and allegations that 
were untrue and by things that were alleged that I had done.” Now I do not know, and I regret very 
much the early passing of John D’Orazio, why he died, except to have read in the newspapers and 
spoken to family and friends about the illness he suffered. But I have absolutely no doubt that the 
way in which he was publicly vilified by the commission, and by the failure of the commission, 
after a series of public denigrations of John D’Orazio, to make any sort of retraction or apology in 
the face of the report of the parliamentary inspector, certainly put him under very great stress that he 
should not have been put under. It is consistent with the inability of the commission at any time, it 
seems, to say sorry for anything that happens as a result of something that it does.  

I think Mr Crichton-Browne succinctly highlighted the proposition when he spoke of the 
questioning by Mr Hyde of the acting commissioner, when Mr Hyde—these are my words—
referred to some of the controversies that had accompanied the activities of the commission and 
asked about what steps had been taken to try to eliminate or overcome or absolve those 
controversies in the future. The acting commissioner—these again are my words—“wasn’t there 
and didn’t know.” Mr Silverstone sat dumb.  
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There is a great deal of public disquiet about the activities of the Corruption and Crime 
Commission, and the community is deeply divided about its performance. In large part that springs 
from a decision by the commission in 2006 to embark upon a high-profile inquiry that it called 
subsequently the “inquiry into the lobbyists’ matters”, which involved the public examination of 
high-profile people, principally me, but also Julian Grill and Noel Crichton-Browne, and others, 
who were dealing with high-profile people. It rapidly became apparent during that process that it 
was not just a question of public hearings. Public hearings have been held by all sorts of bodies, 
government and private, in all sorts of circumstances, for many, many years. It was not a question 
of the public hearing alone; it was a question of the fairness that was involved in the hearing. Unlike 
Mr Crichton-Browne, I can see the need for a discretion to repose with the commission in respect of 
public hearings, and when and in what circumstances they should be scheduled. But that is 
dependent entirely upon an acceptable level of fairness as part of that process. So they should be 
held, if they are to be held, in very narrow circumstances, and then only for transparent and 
available reasons that are reviewable. And it should be the case that there should be a level of 
procedural fairness that guarantees, as far as is possible, that wrong and damaging public allegations 
are not made. It is wrong for the commissioners to successively refer to the statements of 
Commissioner Cole because, as Mr Crichton-Browne ably pointed out, it is one thing to say that 
people complain about public hearings because their behaviour is disclosed, and that is often the 
case. But what the commission and the commissioners do not say is that Mr Cole was speaking in 
the context of a royal commission, where the default position was the public hearing, and where the 
protections—the procedural fairness—extended to witnesses militated against wrong and damaging 
public allegations. It is much less convenient to take the witness box and tell lies when you know 
you are going to be cross-examined, when you know that other evidence can be adduced, and when 
you know that there is some prospect of the lie that you have told being uncovered.  

I have tried not to personalise my submission, and I will maintain that position with one exception 
that I will get to shortly. But, before I get there, I want to say that you cannot have the part of the 
royal commission principles that suits you, and ditch the parts that do not suit you, and that is what 
this commission does. It says, “We agree with Mr Cole and his reasoning when he defends public 
hearings, and his criticism of people who complain about them.” But then it stays silent on what Mr 
Cole also says about the protections people should enjoy so that evidence which is wrong, 
damaging and malicious in some cases, is not brought into the public arena.  

Now the grave public disquiet about public hearings is reflected not just in the decision to have 
public hearings, as I have tried to say, but in the way in which they are conducted. For example, 
there is a great deal of concern about the revelation that the Corruption and Crime Commission 
intercepts and listens to telephone calls between witnesses and their senior counsel in the period 
when the witnesses are preparing to give evidence at the public hearing. In sworn testimony at the 
Magistrates Court, Senior Investigator Mark Ingham said, “Yes, we intercepted and transcribed 
telephone calls between Mr Burke and his lawyers, including senior counsel Grant Donaldson”, and 
when asked—these are my words—Mr Ingham said, “The transcripts were passed around at the 
commission.” He was not sure who received them, except that he knew the commissioner, counsel 
assisting and senior investigators did.  

There is grave public disquiet, as a result not just of the interception and the use of the intercepted 
telephone calls, as a result of the absolute lack of any protection when a witness appears before the 
Corruption and Crime Commission. It is like shooting fish in a barrel, because if someone stands in 
the witness box, or sits in the witness box, and testifies to an untruth, it cannot be challenged. It is 
not possible, except in the most constrained of circumstances, to ask a question of a witness, call 
evidence, other witnesses, or produce documents. And when the commission gives undertakings 
that it will inform witnesses that adverse evidence may be given against them, it promptly breaks 
the undertakings, and it breaks them to the degree that the parliamentary inspector, considering a 
complaint about this matter, found that the commission had given an unqualified undertaking which 
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it had not honoured. What could be done? And there is public disquiet because the standard of 
behaviour of counsel assisting often leaves a great deal to be desired. 

[11.30 am] 

Let me give you an example. In questioning one witness, counsel assisting embarked upon a florid 
and interesting line of question, to which another witness took exception and complained. The 
parliamentary inspector found that the level of performance, or that the questions asked, I should 
say, by the counsel assisting were offensive and gratuitous, but it went no further than that. So, a 
complaint was made to the legal profession complaints committee, and that committee found that 
the questions were offensive and gratuitous, but did not constitute unprofessional conduct and so 
were not worthy of whatever penalty—or did not entitle the committee to impose whatever 
penalty—was available to it. The point I am making is that there is absolutely no fairness attached 
to the workings of the public hearings, and the standards, which should be of the highest in these 
matters, as demonstrated by the example I have given you, are far from being that. It is simply not 
good enough for a commissioner to say, “We are having a public hearing because I have considered 
the benefits and potential prejudice of having the public hearing, and I have decided that we will go 
ahead.” Malcolm McCusker has said there needs to be a much more rigorous approach to the 
decisions about when to have public hearings, the transparent and available reasons for them, and 
the ability of people to say, “Look, have you thought through the implications of your decision and 
what it is going to mean to me?” 

Compounding the problems of the lack of procedural fairness is the acknowledged policy of the 
commission not to give witnesses any notice or indication of the issues about which they are going 
to be questioned. In sworn evidence at the Magistrates Court, the same Mr Ingham said, “We try to 
provide as little evidence as possible, as little information as possible.” When questioned, he agreed 
that this made it doubly difficult for people to be able to provide the information that they might 
have in their memory or in their files when they were not warned in any way about what they were 
to be questioned on.  

As well as that, the commission has demonstrated its awareness of the public aspect of its work. For 
example, when the media reported on the death of the witness in the City of Stirling matter, for 
whatever reason—I am not privy to the reason—it reported in a story that did not mention the 
amount of money that it was alleged had been defrauded from the City of Stirling. The Corruption 
and Crime Commission contacted the media outlet and complained that the lack of that figure made 
it appear as though the inquiry was less substantial than it was, and that the commission was 
suffering because the man had suicided, presumably, but it was a serious matter the commission 
was embarked upon.  

In another example, prior to evidence being given the commission prepared compact discs of 
particularly salacious parts of telephone intercepts, which it handed out. They were prepared in 
advance for reporters, to allow them to replay those parts of that evidence that presumably suited 
the commission, and in this action it obviously foreshadowed what Mr McCusker has referred to as 
its teleological reasoning, which is to reach a conclusion and then mould the evidence that is called 
and received to fit that conclusion. I am aware of the time, gentlemen, so I will conclude with a 
number of short observations.  

As we sit here this morning, the community is deeply divided about the Corruption and Crime 
Commission. That should not be the case. There are concerns about the capacity of this committee, 
with respect, populated by members of Parliament who contemplate the fate of people like Tony 
McRae, Tony Fels, John D’Orazio, Norm Marlborough, and Shelley Archer. In that contemplation 
they are expected to be able to rigorously oversee the work of the Corruption and Crime 
Commission. Now, I do not share those concerns, but I think they are legitimate and reasonable 
worries that people have about the capacity of those who depend upon public support for their 
persistence to engage a body as powerful as the Corruption and Crime Commission. As we sit here 
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today, the Corruption and Crime Commission has consistently had it reports overturned, which is 
not a word it will contemplate, by parliamentary inspectors and by senior tribunals of government, 
only to blithely ignore that overturning and to leave undisturbed the damaging and career-
destroying conclusions that those wrong reports have reached. As we sit here today, we have had 
two corruption and crime commissioners, both of whom have left before their term was concluded, 
both of whom have left midstream, with important investigations ongoing and half-finished. One of 
whom had left after, he says, he drafted the first draft of a report, leaving the completion of the 
report to an acting commissioner who heard none of the evidence, was not at the commission when 
the inquiry was started or the evidence was heard, and presumably completed the report on the basis 
of videotapes or information from the commission, or some other bases that we are not told of. We 
have had the position of commissioner vacant since January. How satisfactory is that? Only to be 
told that the foreshadowed appointment is a retired District Court judge. Now, I have the 
unadulterated and absolute respect for Roger Macknay; I have known him for many, many years. 
He is a very fine fellow; he is competent and very professional, and an excellent judge. But I do not 
think the framers of this legislation envisaged the commissioner being a retired District Court judge, 
appointed only after a strenuous and time-consuming process in which it appeared that no-one 
wanted the job. Unless this committee—this touches upon how public hearings are decided; that is, 
when they should be held and what structure they should take—starts at stage 1 and supports, for 
example, the payment to the commissioner of between $2 million and $3 million a year, if 
necessary, to attract the very best people we can, until this committee is the springboard from which 
the investigators are the cream of what is available, and not the third-raters who cannot get a job in 
the CIB fraud squad, and until this committee thoroughly renovates and refurbishes the processes of 
the Corruption and Crime Commission, we will be revisited by this sort of controversy time and 
time again.  

There is no doubt that my family and I have been put under great pressure and have had great 
distress as a result of the activities of the Corruption and Crime Commission, but by the same token, 
I am sure that the Corruption and Crime Commission wishes it had never embarked upon the 
lobbyists inquiry. It has brought us all to this point today because it thought it could use me and, to 
a lesser extent, Julian Grill, Noel Crichton-Browne and others as a means of making its reputation. 
Well, I come from a long line of Irish Catholics who do not give up easily, and I will continue to 
state my case for as long as I am drawing breath, and that is this: if the Corruption and Crime 
Commission insists on persecuting people for reasons other than those properly conceived in the 
act, it will never escape the controversy in which it is now mired.  

I finish on this last example, which is the personal example to which I referred previously. At the 
end of the public hearings I was advised that a witness whose name I could not be told was to give 
adverse evidence against me. My daughter, Sarah, attended the hearings, and Hon Adele Farina 
took the stand. I will not burden the committee with all of the details, except to say that in the most 
serious of allegations—it seems like in this area the commission is a serial offender, listening to 
Mr Crichton-Browne—Hon Adele Farina said I had blackmailed her in seeking her assistance with 
Smiths Beach and our client’s interests in Smiths Beach. That was never put to me. I was never 
asked about that. I was never asked to produce the documentary evidence that I had, post the 
meeting at which this is alleged to have occurred, and which I sent to the commission to illustrate 
the attitudes that Adele had towards me after the alleged threatening and blackmail incidents. There 
were headlines in all of the newspapers and all of the news media, and the Corruption and Crime 
Commission dusted its hands, rolled up to the inquiry, and when I said, “Don’t you think it’s fair 
that I should be able to answer these allegations?” They said, after a number of months, “We’re 
happy to have a private hearing and we are happy for you to put your side of the story, in which 
case we will then put it on our website.” I said to them, “Is that a fair balance between what has 
happened to me and what is going to be offered to me to balance the ledger?” Now, when Adele 
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gave evidence, it was on the basis of a previously supplied statement. When the commission’s 
shortcomings were pointed out, this is what was put in the report.  

There being absolutely no indication whatsoever of any misconduct on the part of Ms 
Farina, her dealings with Mr Burke, however important or interesting they may be to others, 
are peripheral to the focus of the Commission’s inquiry into alleged or possible misconduct 
of public officers. 

The commission knew that in advance; it had the statement. Counsel assisting, Mr Urquhart, said he 
was taking Adele through her statement, so he took her right through her statement, knowing that 
none of the matters to which she was testifying were of interest to, or relevant to, the commission’s 
inquiry. It is clear that they never were. There was no allegation against Ms Farina. Now, I know 
there is some doubt, but let us say she is a public officer, but there was no allegation against her. I 
am not a public officer. There were only two people at the meeting. This evidence was called in the 
most damaging, inflammatory and unfair manner. The test of whether or not it should have been 
called at a public hearing is answered in the commission’s own report, where it says that these 
matters, regardless of how interesting they are to other people, or important to other people, are of 
no business to the commission, and yet the commission had a public hearing on the matter.  

[11.45 am] 

That is not fair. If it happened to you, or, in some of your cases, your father, as my advancing years 
entitle me to say, you would be outraged; you would be outraged. There is my family, of course, but 
there is no political percentage in defending Brian Burke; in fact, there is a great political 
disincentive to be associated with you. They do not worry me. Just put yourself in my shoes. How 
would you have been hurt by the decision to call evidence, at the conclusion of which the 
commission decided it was none of its business, when that evidence vilified and transfixed you? 
That could have been avoided had there been the opportunity to be properly represented. All that 
would have had to be asked of Adele was this: in the face of this serious criminal allegation of 
blackmail against you to affect your behaviour or performance, did you report it to anybody? The 
answer is no. Now, gentlemen, I am 64 years old. You will presumably keep in the good graces of 
your parties and maintain your careers well past my demise, in the case of the chairman, perhaps 
with his youth. So it is of no great moment in that sense, but there are lots of other people who will 
follow on from me, and you will be absolutely failing in your duty unless you make sure public 
hearings are not capable of causing the damage that they have caused to date in the case of the 
witness who suicided and in the case of John D’Orazio to whom I have referred. I have been around 
the block. I have experienced all these sorts of things and I have got the support of a loving, 
intelligent and kind family. So, at the end of day, I will be okay. But there are lots of people who 
are not able to accommodate or handle the sorts of difficulties being imposed on them by a body 
with this power, populated by people who cannot make a mistake, generally run by commissioners 
who are not up to the job and assisted by inspectors who see it as their way of making their name in 
the case of the pursuit of high-profile people. Thank you very much. 

The CHAIRMAN: Mr Burke, thank you for your evidence this morning. I think, in particular, that 
a large proportion of it relates to two particular terms of reference for this inquiry. Firstly, the 
question the committee asks is whether the CCC should maintain a statutory discretion to conduct 
public hearings. You have indicated that there should be a discretion, but you caveated that by 
indicating that there needs to be an acceptable level of fairness. I just want to take you, firstly, to the 
issue of the making of a determination to hold a public hearing and then, secondly, to the issue of 
fairness. With regard to a determination, you have indicated that there needs to be a more rigorous 
process of determining a public hearing. If I understand you correctly this morning, you seemed to 
indicate that there ought to be a conscious determination process which considers if there is any 
disadvantage to the commission in either deferring a public hearing, cancelling a public hearing or, 
of course, holding a hearing in private. The question I have got is: would you see the benefit in the 
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commission using more extensively suppression orders; in other words, continuing to hold public 
hearings where they are appropriate but, during the process of a public examination, issuing a 
suppression order to provide at least some interim protection until it is fully satisfied that the names 
involved could be made public? 

Mr Burke: No, I do not. Suppression orders are generally bad instruments that undermine the 
public confidence in any process. Once you place a suppression order on a particular evidence or 
identity, you immediately excite a whole new area of questioning that goes to the probity of the 
body and of the function. People start to ask: Why is the suppression order being placed into effect? 
Who is it there to protect? Why is it there to protect them? And, of course, you have a legitimate 
and ongoing, sometimes wrong-headed, view of the media that they should be able to publish 
whatever they like about anybody. So the answer is no. 

But let me comment very briefly on the other things you said. I support the discretion to have public 
hearings provided the intent of the act, as I understand it, is honoured, and that is that they should be 
held in exceptional circumstances for reasons that are transparent and available and that they should 
be reviewable. There should be some sanction so that if, capriciously, a public hearing is held, 
whoever decided to have it should suffer some disadvantage if they have got it wrong. It should not 
be the case that people can take unto themselves, as successive commissioners have, some internal 
weighing up of the potential benefit and the potential prejudice. It is much too serious for that. It 
should be transparent and it should be based on reasons that people can understand and have 
available to them, and people who object when they receive the summonses should be able to say to 
someone, “Look, I don’t think this has been thought through. Do you understand that this is how 
this is going to impact on me?” That is what should happen. And then, when the hearing is held, 
there should be sufficient fairness in the procedural sense not just to allow the witness to be given 
fairness, but to tell the community that if you give wrong evidence, if you pursue this option 
maliciously or wrong-headedly, you will be taken to task by people representing those who are 
impacted by what you say. That is why Mr Cole was entitled to say, “Those people who complained 
about my public hearings are complaining because their behaviour was disclosed.” He was 
supported by the fact that those people who complained had available to them all of the fairness to 
which I have just referred. So what was said about them prior to their complaining had found its 
way through the sieve of this procedural fairness, whereas with the Corruption and Crime 
Commission, it makes fish of one and fowl of another, gives hearings to people in their offices 
when it suits them, private hearings when it suits them, and gives advance warning to people about 
what they will be asked—Ms Farina was taken through her own statement prior to giving 
evidence—and with others serves them with a summons on Christmas Eve to appear at a public 
hearing two weeks hence. Now, there are not many brave people in the world. I am just hoping 
there are four of them in this room. 

The CHAIRMAN: Members, are there other questions? If not, Mr Burke, I have got one final 
question I would like to ask, and that moves to the second issue I foreshadowed, which was the 
level of fairness. You have already indicated some things there. I understand from your evidence 
this morning that you are saying that the commission uses the principles of royal commissions 
selectively and that you are particularly troubled by the fact that no information is given to 
witnesses about the basis upon which the examination might take place. Coupled with the fact that 
there is a lack of cross-examination ability, I understand you are also concerned about a lack of 
genuine representation, I take it, from witnesses who appear before the commission. You also 
expressed the view that the behaviour of counsel assisting is unhelpful. But I am particularly keen 
to just clarify with you that I think I heard you indicate that you felt that there was an unwillingness 
by the CCC to apologise for errors. Reading into what you have said this morning, I take it that you 
accept that whatever statutory model the Parliament imposes, there are always going to be errors 
that are going to take place at some point in time, but it is how one handles those errors in terms of 
learning from them and, where appropriate, apologising for them that is important. 
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Mr Burke: Largely, you have repeated to me the things that I have said to the committee. There are 
two things that I would add. The first is that the consequence of not giving people any indication 
about the areas on which they will be questioned is a raft of charges of deliberately misleading the 
commission. People not possessed of any indication of the diverse and difficult areas on which they 
will be questioned are likely to make mistakes and will not have any time to prepare. We have had a 
raft of in excess of 20 charges—I will stand corrected; it may be fewer than 20, but I think 
approximately 20—against people for deliberately giving wrong and misleading evidence. Only one 
of those charges has been sustained and that is under appeal. There must be some explanation for 
why those charges laid by the CCC have failed. And the explanation is in the logical revelation that 
if you do not tell people what you are going to ask them about, they are less likely to be able to be 
helpful to you in an investigation and then, to pile illogicality upon illogicality, the commission 
says, “You have misled us. How do we know you have misled us? Because we have got intercepts 
that tell us the truth.” My question is: how can I mislead you if you know the truth? If I was to come 
into this committee and introduce myself as Nelson Mandela and deliberately do so, would you 
believe me and act on the basis that I was Nelson Mandela? Of course not. The CCC public 
hearings are like shooting fish in a barrel. I give you no indication of what you are to be asked 
about, I know the truth of what you should be asked about because I have got the intercepts and 
then, when I trip you up, I charge you. Thankfully, there is some fairness at some level in the 
system, because, of the 20 or so charges, 19 have been thrown out. But, Mr Chairman, is it fair to 
put people through that process when the process could easily be rectified at the front end? So, I 
agree with what you have said with that added explanation. There was one other point, but George 
III once got out of his carriage and shook hands with a fir tree; he thought it was the Russian 
ambassador. It is just unfortunate that I do not have a carriage; I am at about the same point in my 
life. 

The CHAIRMAN: Mr Burke, on that note, we thank you for your evidence before the committee 
today. A transcript of this hearing will be forwarded to you for correction of minor errors. Any such 
corrections must be made and the transcript returned within 10 days from the date of the letter 
attached to the transcript. If the transcript is not returned within this period, it will be deemed to be 
correct. New material cannot be added via these corrections and the sense of your evidence cannot 
be altered. Should you wish to provide additional information or elaborate on particular points, 
please include a supplementary submission for the committee’s consideration when you return your 
corrected transcript of evidence. 

Mr Burke: Mr Chairman, I am mortified by not being able to alter the sense of my evidence, but 
thank you for your courtesy. 

Hearing concluded at 11.57 am 


