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MINISTER FOR EMERGENCY SERVICES — ROLEYSTONE–KELMSCOTT BUSHFIRES — 
KEELTY REPORT — BUSHFIRE SEASON PREPARATION 

Matter of Public Interest 
THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, today I received within the prescribed time a letter from the 
Leader of the Opposition in the following terms — 

I wish to raise the following as a matter of public interest today. 

“That the House — 

Calls upon the Minister for Emergency Services to explain to the House his personal involvement in the 
following issues: 

• FESA’s poor preparation for the last bushfire season; 

• The management debacle on the day of the Roleystone–Kelmscott bushfires; 

• The FESA cover-up during the Keelty Special Inquiry; and 

• Outline why he thinks he should retain the Emergency Services Portfolio. 

The matter does appear to me to be in order. If at least five members will stand in support of the motion, and I 
notice that there are, then the matter can proceed. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [3.05 pm]: I move the motion contained in the 
notification of the matter of public interest. 

We have had no proper account from the Minister for Emergency Services following the release of the Keelty 
report. We have had no proper explanation to the house of his involvement and his actions. He has treated his 
accountability responsibilities with absolute contempt. This goes right to the heart of the standards of this 
government. What action is the Premier taking to ensure that this minister displays proper standards when it 
comes to his accountability and his responsibility to explain himself to this house? 

We had a debate on a no-confidence motion. That is the most serious motion that can be moved against any 
minister in this house. The minister waited until three of his colleagues had taken 22 minutes of the 30 minutes 
available and then spoke for only eight minutes in his own defence. Of course, prior to that the government had 
ensured, against the objections of the opposition, that only half an hour was available for all government 
speakers on this particular issue. To speak for only eight minutes in his own defence after a report as scathing as 
the Keelty report and the loss of 72 houses is just contemptuous treatment of this house and of the people of 
Western Australia. 

What did the minister say in his defence? He had not got a sentence into his speech before he began attacking the 
opposition for past events. I might add that he got his account of those past events quite wrong. He then went on 
to declare that he had done a pretty good job. That is what he told the house—he had done a pretty good job. 
Thirdly he argued — 

I was kept in touch all day long on that day … 

This begs the question: what did the minister do? When the minister got the information from the Fire and 
Emergency Services Authority, what did he do? Did he get the information from FESA? Perhaps it came from a 
media adviser. We need to have the minister’s clear recollection of those events, not the fumbling vagary we had 
at question time. Who spoke to the minister? What advice was he given? What did the minister do? 

The minister then went on in the fourth leg of his defence in the eight minutes — 

I think I did a reasonable job for a minister. 

Seventy-two houses were destroyed, FESA has been found absolutely wanting in its preparation for the bushfire 
season, management on the day was a debacle, and the special inquirer reports that FESA was engaged in a 
cover-up in its submissions to the inquiry. What worse report could have been given about the performance of an 
agency under the control of a minister in this government? But he says complacently — 

I think I did a reasonable job for a minister. 

He then said — 

There were errors made, absolutely, but I have been trying to address those for a long time. 
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I have been trying to determine from the various defences that the minister has given what he actually did in 
trying to address those problems. It would appear that he took a major initiative: he formed a committee. He 
formed a committee and apparently left that committee to its own devices. The minister needs to explain what he 
did with regard to the monitoring of that committee and what he did to ensure that the committee actually got to 
a result. The minister then went on in his speech to attack Labor again; that is the standard way in which this 
government defends itself. It attacks either state Labor or federal Labor, or the public servants, which is a third 
element. The next element in the minister’s speech was to talk about funding. Of course, the funding for FESA 
rises every year; that is the nature of events. But that was his defence: “The funding has gone up, so I am a good 
minister”. He did not tell us, of course, that his government withdrew budget commitments to FESA and made 
up for that by seriously increasing the emergency services levy charged to the households of Western Australia. 
Therefore, his claim to be a good minister, a reasonable minister, is based on his taxing efforts on the people of 
Western Australia. He then went on to say — 

I accept the Keelty report, and I can assure members that I will address any area that I am able to. 

That is what worries us; we do not think the minister is able to address any area!  

Mr P. Papalia: It’s terrifying!  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It is terrifying for the people of Western Australia that this minister is the person in charge of 
the massive reform program required for FESA. This is not a reform program that we can afford to see delayed. 
The bushfire season will soon be upon us. Does anyone in this state have confidence that this minister is the right 
minister to handle the question of the urgent need for FESA reform before the next bushfire season? The 
Minister for Environment does not seem to have confidence in the Minister for Emergency Services. I saw him 
on television. It looked like he was asked two or three times to express confidence in the Minister for Emergency 
Services and he completely failed to rise to the occasion.  

Mr R.H. Cook: He’s honest! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: He is honest; I have to say that about him! But I am sure his ministerial colleagues would 
have wanted him to play the team game and to express confidence in the Minister for Emergency Services. We 
have had a pathetic and embarrassing defence from the minister. I think that the minister needs to be not the last 
speaker on the government side in this debate, but the first. The minister needs to stand and speak for a 
significant period of time in this MPI debate and run through exactly what he did in preparing FESA for the 
bushfire season, in the management debacle on the day and with regard to the cover-up afterwards. He needs to 
speak at some length and deal with each of those issues. What he has done to date gives no evidence of any 
serious acceptance on his part of accountability or responsibility.  

Even the Premier, who has been stubbornly defending the minister, appears to be weakening. A couple of weeks 
ago he was expressing full confidence in the minister. Now, he does not rule out a cabinet reshuffle. I tell the 
minister how that is being read: he has until Christmas in the emergency services portfolio and then it will be 
taken from him. And perhaps, like the member for Eyre, the Minister for Emergency Services will be out of 
cabinet altogether. The trouble with that formula is that the bushfire season will already be well underway before 
the emergency services portfolio is removed from the current minister. The Premier’s backflip on the idea of a 
cabinet reshuffle is just too little, too late. He is trying to send the signal that he has heard the public disquiet and 
he understands that people just do not have confidence in the minister, but the Premier’s proposed action is 
completely inadequate. No-one who I have met thinks that the Minister for Emergency Services is the person to 
undertake the reform program in FESA. It raises the real question about why the Premier thinks that the current 
minister is the right person to stay in the portfolio at least until Christmas.  

Mr R.H. Cook: That is just frightening.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It is frightening; it is a complete abrogation of the Premier’s responsibility. The Minister for 
Emergency Services is a minister in trouble. So far, he has not even been able to defend himself in this place. If a 
minister is too weak to defend himself adequately in this place, we cannot have any confidence that that minister 
will be competent in the ministerial office. If he cannot defend himself in this place, how can anyone have 
confidence that he will be competent back in the office superintending the FESA reform program?  

There are many questions that the minister has to answer. If he was in touch with FESA all day on that day, did 
he notice that there were management issues, and if he did notice, what did he do about them? With the 
interagency committee that he set up to deal with disputes between FESA and the Department of Environment 
and Conservation, did he just set that committee up or did he monitor its performance? Did he require it to 
resolve issues prior to the fire season? What evidence did he have that those issues had been resolved? Does 
FESA have disaster rehearsal exercises? Does the minister participate in those exercises? Did he read the FESA 
submission to the Keelty report? Did someone in his office read the FESA submission? Did the minister endorse 
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FESA’s misleading behaviour before the Keelty inquiry? Did he make any comment on the FESA submission? 
Did he give it any advice? Did he instruct it to cooperate with the Keelty inquiry? What does he have to say 
about the fact that Mr Keelty, on page 133 of his report, found the FESA submission misleading? What does he 
have to say about the fact that his agency has been judged by Mr Keelty to have been engaged in a cover-up? 
Why did the minister acquiesce in the renewal of the contract for Jo Harrison-Ward in April? This thing is not 
final until Exco signs off on it. Until there is the Governor’s signature there is no final decision. That is the final 
check and balance in the system. Right up until the Governor’s signature is given, the government can say, 
“Hang on a minute, we might need to take this back to cabinet.” Our information is that Mr Keelty was 
concerned about Ms Harrison-Ward’s appointment being progressed during the course of his inquiry. The 
Premier denies that, but that is the information that has come to the opposition. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Where from? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: All I say is — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: From Mr Keelty. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It has come from Mr Keelty. All I say is this: leave that aside. The government, knowing that 
the inquiry was in place, knowing that the fire was that serious, could have halted the reappointment of Jo 
Harrison-Ward, but chose not to. The Premier chose not to when he signed that Exco minute some time in April 
for the preparation of documents for the Governor. The minister actually sat there with the Governor, letting it 
go ahead. He could have said, “I think there is a problem here; on reflection we might take this back to cabinet 
for further discussion.” The government stands condemned for complacently letting this contract renewal go 
ahead when it could have stopped it. The government then turned around, scapegoated Jo Harrison-Ward, and 
decided in the end that she had to be executed because, otherwise, the minister would have had to go.  

The other question that arose at question time that I thought was quite interesting was the whole issue of the 
minister’s claim to Parliament that he met once or twice a year with the FESA board. I just think that is wrong; 
the minister needs to provide to the house the exact dates on which he met with the FESA board, because I do 
not think he has been telling the truth to this Parliament about his meetings with the FESA board.  

Politically, the minister is a dead man walking. He has a few more months in his portfolio and those few more 
months are disastrous from the point of view of the people of Western Australia. On the basis of his record, he is 
not the minister to take this agency forward. He is not the minister to handle a major reform program. He is too 
hands-off, too general and too vague and he has not got the grip and the grasp required to take this reform 
program ahead. If the Premier had any concern about protecting people from bushfires or any concern for 
standards in his government, he would conduct the cabinet reshuffle straightaway and remove this portfolio from 
the current Minister for Emergency Services. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.19 pm]: This question has a political 
dimension, but of course we cannot overlook the very real loss for the families of Roleystone–Kelmscott who 
lost their homes and the impact that that has had on their lives. The minister has provided cold comfort to 
himself that no lives were lost, but we must remember that over 70 homes were lost that day, and a range of 
questions now hang over the response from the Minister for Emergency Services and from our emergency 
services generally about the control and management of the emergency. In some respects, nothing would delight 
the opposition more than to have the Premier leave the Minister for Emergency Services in place. He will 
continue to swing like a piñata at a children’s birthday party. The problem for the minister is that the kids 
swinging the bat are from the back bench—those who sit frustrated watching this minister slowly but surely 
demolish the credibility of this government. He is a joke. He is a joke and he is the butt of running jokes at 
dinner parties right across the state. In some respects, he has come to represent the derision in which the 
ministers who make up this government are held.  

The minister has a case to answer. He has an explanation to make. What did he do and know before the 
emergency occurred? What did he do during the day of the Roleystone–Kelmscott fires? And what has been his 
response since then? Why, under his stewardship and leadership of his portfolio, has the dysfunction of the Fire 
and Emergency Services Authority been allowed to continue? Why has his leadership failure allowed that 
dysfunction to become such a crisis in terms of implementing the management plan for the bushfires on that 
day? What did he do in response to the plethora of reports submitted to FESA? In particular, what did he do with 
the 2006 Community Development and Justice Standing Committee inquiry report into fire and emergency 
services legislation? All the responses, all the opportunities were there for him to reform the area, and he failed 
to do so. In particular, what happened on the day? What was he told? What did he do? Who did he talk to? Did 
he talk to his press secretary, who could have told him a problem was emerging? Did he simply rely upon the 
phone calls from FESA? Did he talk to the emergency management coordinator, as he should under section 11 of 
the act, to gain advice about this emergency? Was there any communication between him and the Commissioner 
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of Police, who fulfils the role of emergency management coordinator, prior to 6.30 that night, when, belatedly, 
the emergency management coordinating group was brought together? And why did it take so long for that 
committee to come together? Why, in the face of all the information trickling through that day, did the minister 
not take a proactive role? Why did the minister not assert the leadership that we expect from the Minister for 
Emergency Services to ensure the appropriate response? Why did he let the dysfunction, the arguments, and the 
conflict between the professional and volunteer firefighters from FESA and the Department of Environment and 
Conservation to occur? What could have been saved that day, had the minister been on top of his game and 
properly addressed the demands of his portfolio?  

And what has happened since that disaster? What did he talk to the police commissioner about the following 
Tuesday—he says now he did not meet him; although there is an entry in his diary—about overcoming the 
frustrations that the commissioner now says were very real at the time?  

The Minister for Emergency Services has a case to answer. He has a case to answer to the Parliament of Western 
Australia, but in particular he has to explain to the people of Western Australia and to the people of Roleystone–
Kelmscott why they were let down that day, and his role in that series of events.  

As I have already said, in some respects, the opposition would like the Premier to leave the minister in place—he 
is easy pickings for an opposition—but he must not. Even the Premier now sees why he must act. Under 
questioning from the media the other day, the Premier relinquished the last grip that this minister might have had 
on a long-term career as emergency services minister. We have a Premier who claims that he wants to set new 
standards in government and clearly that is not in relation to competence or accountability. However, this is a 
test for the Premier. The Premier must join the Parliament in demanding an explanation from the minister. The 
Parliament has to know what the minister did before, during and after this emergency, and we have to hear a 
better explanation than the one provided in the mere eight minutes that the minister stood to give in this place the 
other day. The Premier has already stumbled once on the question of his support for the minister. The question 
is: will we see the Premier stumble once again?  

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [3.25 pm]: Again, the government does not want to present a defence of the 
Minister for Emergency Services. I can see why members opposite are so slow to get to their feet. They are too 
embarrassed to defend him and the minister is hopeless at defending himself. 

The key question that I think most people in Western Australia have been asking is: why has Jo Harrison-Ward 
been pushed out the door, but the minister allowed to stay in his position? That is the question that I think most 
people are asking. They have read the Keelty report, they know what the problems are, and yet all of the blame 
has been pushed the way of Jo Harrison-Ward, who had been called to a meeting, only to decide she will step 
aside. Yet the minister is still in place, because his defence is, “I have done nothing.” I put it to you, Mr Speaker, 
that that is not enough, because one of the “nothings”—that is, one of the things that he did not do—is read the 
Fire and Emergency Services Authority submission to the Keelty review. It is his obligation as minister. If he has 
a major fire in this state, in which 71 people have their homes burnt to the ground and another 39 families have 
their homes significantly damaged, and the Premier calls for an inquiry—as happened on 6 February—and on 
23 February the Premier announces that Mr Keelty will do the review, surely the minister should speak to his 
agency! Surely it is the minister’s job to ask, “What are we doing?” If I were in the minister’s position—I was in 
that position for five years—I would have said to FESA, “I want you to fully cooperate with the Keelty inquiry. I 
want you to be truthful. And I want you to provide all the information to the Keelty inquiry so that we can get to 
the bottom of this and so that an incident like this never happens again.” But what happens? FESA makes a 
detailed submission to the Keelty inquiry. This minister does not ask to see it. Not only does he not ask to see it, 
he does not even know that it has been sent to his office. It is sent to his office and he does not even read it 
because this is a minister who does nothing! Because of his failures, we could well see similar incidents occur in 
the future.  

I tell the minister now that it was his job to make sure that his department cooperated fully with and was truthful 
to the Keelty inquiry. But what do we find out? A key finding of the Keelty inquiry is that the FESA submission 
was not honest in places. That is a significant part of the reason why Jo Harrison-Ward has stepped aside. She 
has said that she has to take some responsibility for that submission to the Keelty inquiry not being entirely 
truthful. But what about the minister? He does nothing. He does not even read the FESA submission. Doing 
nothing is not enough. He cannot just turn around and say that he did nothing wrong. Ministers take on the 
responsibility to do a job, and his responsibility was to ensure that an honest and truthful submission was made 
to the Keelty inquiry.  

The other astounding thing that we have heard about today is that it was not until Tuesday, 5 April at 10.00 am 
that Exco, the Executive Council, which included the Governor accompanied by two ministers—namely, the 
Minister for Emergency Services and the Minister for Energy—met to formally sign off on Jo Harrison-Ward’s 
appointment. Those of us who have been in government know that the Executive Council file is conveyed in the 
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days leading up to the Exco meeting. By my calculations, the Governor probably would have received that file 
on Friday, 1 April, or maybe Monday, 4 April. That file would have been conveyed to the Governor by the 
Premier’s office. The Premier’s office—the same office that on 23 February announced the Keelty inquiry would 
take place—around 1 April, maybe 4 April, sent up the documentation to the Governor in Executive Council, 
accompanied by two ministers to sign-off on the appointment of Jo Harrison-Ward. The minister also needs to 
take responsibility for that, because he signed off on it, as did the Premier.  

What is interesting and what warrants some further investigation is that given that cabinet allegedly signed off on 
Ms Harrison-Ward’s appointment on 31 January, what happened between 31 January and 5 April? This is a 
simple minute. Usually an appointment of a director general is a two-page document. A lengthy document is not 
provided to the Governor; two signatures are on the recommendation and usually there are a few lines at the top 
of one page that state, “Recommend the appointment of” Mr X or Ms Y to a certain position. This paper would 
have borne the signatures of the Minister for Emergency Services and the Premier of this state, and it would have 
been submitted for sign-off in early April for the 5 April meeting. After the cabinet meeting of 31 January, we 
saw four weeks of February go by and four weeks of March go by. Some eight or nine weeks later the file goes 
to Executive Council. One really must wonder why that could not have been held over for another month or two 
until after the Keelty review had concluded. This government has a lot to answer for, most especially the 
Minister for Emergency Services, but also the Premier. 

Question put and passed.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I move that so much of standing orders be suspended —  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The house has moved a motion.  

The SPEAKER: The motion has been passed.  

Response to Matter of Public Interest — Statement by Minister for Emergency Services 
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [3.32 pm]: In addressing the motion that this house 
has just passed, I now take the opportunity to explain to the house my personal involvement in the issues 
outlined in the matter of public interest today. It is my right to do that and I will do so now.  

I would like to go through the points as outlined in the MPI. In the first point, the opposition refers to “FESA’s 
poor preparation for the last bushfire season”. The 2010 bushfire season was indeed predicted to be one of the 
worst on record and, as it turned out, it certainly was. The Fire and Emergency Services Authority had made 
incredible preparations, including briefing the community and ensuring that all sections of the organisation were 
ready for what occurred. People appear to have very short memories, but I remember the fantastic work that all 
the firefighters—the career, volunteer and local government bush fire brigades—did throughout the whole 
season. This does not just happen; FESA provides training, resources and management to ensure that we are all 
well protected from not only fires but also all types of disasters.  

It is true that in one of the most horrific fires we have had, some errors in judgement were made, but this does 
not detract from the magnificent job that the organisation and all those —  

Mr P. Papalia: Did Colin write this for you? 

The SPEAKER: I make the observation in this place that not one interjection was made during the initial part of 
this MPI —  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I formally call you to order for the second time today. I am expecting no 
interjections in this second half of the MPI either.  

Member for Warnbro, I formally call you to order for the second time today.  

Point of Order 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The MPI has concluded. The government elected not to use its time in the matter of public 
interest and therefore denied the opposition the opportunity to respond to whatever the minister had to say. I am 
interested in how the minister is now using parliamentary business and time to speak when no motion is before 
the house. No business is before the house. Ordinarily, we would move on to the first order of the day, which is 
the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill. I am dumbfounded about what process is going on in the house 
and by the look on the Premier’s face, he is also.  

The SPEAKER: The MPI calls upon the minister to provide an explanation. It has been voted on. It has been 
passed. He is now providing that explanation. That is the business before the house.  

Statement Resumed 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: If I can just conclude on the first point, because I want to go through the points one by 
one. As I said, it is true that in one of the most horrific fires, some errors of judgement were made, but that does 
not detract from the magnificent job —  

Mr P. Papalia interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, there will be other opportunities to make your points. As I have heard 
this MPI, there is a call for the minister to explain himself. I think that is what people want in this place and that 
is what I want to hear.  

Point of Order 
Mr E.S. RIPPER: Is it appropriate under our standing orders for the minister to read a statement at this stage of 
parliamentary proceedings? Normally that is done for second reading speeches or for brief ministerial 
statements, but for a minister to simply read a statement is not normally allowed under standing orders.  

The SPEAKER: I do not know whether the Minister for Emergency Services is reading a statement. I make the 
observation that he has notes that he is going to use, I presume. I accept he can use notes at this point.  

Statement Resumed 
Mr D.A. Templeman: I hope that the media is taking note of this. This is outrageous! Pathetic!  

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I formally call you to order for the second time today. Members, all I 
can do is to make the point again that the matter of public interest called upon the minister to explain a range of 
questions. He is endeavouring now to provide answers to those questions. That is the business in front of the 
house.  

Point of Order 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS: You said to the member for Warnbro that there is an opportunity for him to respond or to 
make comments on the statement being given by the Minister for Emergency Services. I wonder whether you 
can tell the house what those opportunities are that will emerge following the minister’s statement for members 
to comment on the minister’s statement in this unusual process that we are now seeing.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara, I would estimate that there are probably another eight weeks of 
parliamentary sitting dates.  

Mr T.G. Stephens: So nothing today? It is only by interjection, is it?  

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara, I have given you my answer.  

Statement Resumed 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The second point on which the opposition calls upon me to explain my personal 
involvement relates to the management debacle on the day of the Roleystone–Kelmscott bushfires. There were 
problems; there is no question about that. There were errors of judgement. Certainly some of the management 
team did not follow the policies and protocols that were put in place, and they should have done.  

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: I would have thought that the people who put forward the MPI might be interested in the 
answers to the questions contained in the MPI. I know that some people are. I know that the minister is 
endeavouring to answer those. If members give the minister full hearing on this, a lot of information will, 
hopefully, be provided.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I have explained the second point.  

In relation to the third point, “The FESA cover-up during the — 

Mr P. Papalia: You are reading.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am reading the opposition’s MPI. “The FESA cover-up during the Keelty Special —  

Ms R. Saffioti: Was that the second dot point? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The third dot point of the MPI moved by the opposition says it wants me to explain my 
personal involvement in this particular issue—the FESA cover-up during the Keelty special inquiry. I had no 
personal involvement whatsoever, and I am not even aware of a cover-up that has been proved yet. There were 
things in the report that were critical of FESA management. I had no involvement in delivering that submission 
to Mr Keelty. It would have been improper for me to do that. He wanted the management of FESA to make a 
submission to the inquiry that he was carrying out. That is three dot points dealt with.  
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The most significant one is the fourth one, which states — 

Outline why he — 

That is, me — 

thinks he should retain the Emergency Services portfolio. 

I am very happy to do that. In all fairness, the only way I can do that adequately is to compare my performance 
and what I have done in the emergency services portfolio with what previous ministers have done. That is a 
judgement that the house will make. I think it is a judgement that the people of WA will make. Certainly, I want 
to go over some things where there have been differences between my management of FESA and emergency 
services and that of previous ministers. I want to point out the sheer hypocrisy of the opposition accusing me of 
doing nothing to improve emergency services in this state. Members of the opposition were very quick to point 
the finger at me, but that was not evident at the time that they were hiding some very dirty secrets. They are 
secrets that the member for Balcatta and the Leader of the Opposition were trying to cover up. But unfortunately 
for them, their past caught up with them. This is very important. Last week we heard the startling revelations that 
the former Minister for Emergency Services, the member for Balcatta — 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Under standing orders, members cannot speak about another member in the manner in 
which the minister has, other than by way of substantive motion. The minister accused the member for Balcatta 
and, I think, the Leader of the Opposition of a cover-up. I would ask him to withdraw the imputation that he just 
made against those particular members. 

The SPEAKER: I understand the member for Rockingham’s point of order. I was not under the impression that 
that was what the Minister for Emergency Services was saying. I am going to give the minister the benefit of the 
doubt this time. If I hear further references to members in the way that the member for Rockingham has, I 
believe, correctly identified, I will be pulling them up. 

Statement Resumed 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Last week we heard some startling revelations about the member for Balcatta when he 
was the emergency services minister in this state. 

Point of Order 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I draw the house’s attention to standing order 107 —  

A member may not speak to any question after the question has been put by the Speaker and the voices 
in the affirmative and negative have been given. 

It may mean that the minister wishes to avail himself of another standing order, which is to make a personal 
explanation, but it is not open to him to enter a debate when there is no opportunity under standing orders for 
members on this side to respond or defend ourselves. I ask you, Mr Speaker, to remove your bias and for once 
chair this place in a way which respects all members and not just members you seek to protect. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Balcatta, that is a reasonably serious allegation. There is no bias in my chairing of 
this matter. I am following due procedure. The Minister for Emergency Services has the opportunity to respond 
to the MPI that was passed in this house. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: Under which standing order? 

The SPEAKER: As the Member for Balcatta well knows, I am providing some information to the house. The 
member probably knows the standing orders as well as anybody in this place. Member for Balcatta, I would give 
you superior knowledge to myself in terms of knowing standing orders in this place. I am telling the rest of the 
members in this place that the business in front of us is that the Minister for Emergency Services is answering 
the MPI, which has been passed and has effectively become the business of this house. 

The member for Rockingham made a previous point of order with respect, perhaps, to the member for Balcatta’s 
reputation. I think most members in this place would have a great deal of respect for the member for Balcatta’s 
reputation and the way that he conducts himself in this place. I wish this house to hear the response from the 
Minister for Emergency Services. I will seek for the member for Balcatta the appropriate standing order which 
enables it to happen. At this moment, this is the business in front of the house. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I take a further point of order, Mr Speaker, that you might actually inform the house under 
which standing order we are now operating. My experience in this place is that in the past there has been a 
suspension of standing orders or maybe an MPI that requested a certain person to respond. My recollection is 
that when that form of motion was put, it contained a provision that the minister or the person responding was 
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actually allocated a time limit in which they could speak to what was requested. There was no such form in the 
motion that was passed by this house. Therefore, I put to you, Mr Speaker, for your serious consideration that 
standing orders do not provide any means by which the minister can now respond other than by way of personal 
explanation. That is not currently what is proceeding. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Further to that point of order, I remind members of the wording of the matter of public 
interest that we just debated. It states —  

Calls upon the Minister for Emergency Services to explain to the House his personal involvement in the 
following issues: 

Et cetera. The opposition could not even draft an MPI properly. The MPI calls upon the minister to explain. Had 
it “condemned” him or had it used words like that, then he would have responded during the MPI. The 
opposition could not even draft it properly.  

Further to the point of order, the member for Nollamara is clearly canvassing — 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I formally call the member for Albany to order for the first time today. The Premier is making 
a point of order. If the member wishes to make a point of order, I will give him that opportunity as well. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: My apologies to the member for Nollamara. The member for Balcatta canvassed the ruling 
of the Speaker. He also accused the Speaker of bias. At a minimum, he should immediately withdraw his 
comment and apologise to the Speaker. Otherwise, this house should consider whether he should be in the house. 

The SPEAKER: People in this place, including the member for Balcatta, know how this place works. I think the 
member for Balcatta also has a reasonably good idea of how I work. I have listened very carefully to what the 
member for Balcatta has said. I am not going to call the member for Balcatta to order. He has made an 
allegation, and I am going to leave it at that point. I am not going to get involved in any allegation made about 
me in this place at this time. I think we all need to listen to what the Minister for Emergency Services has to say, 
because that is the business in front of the house. The member for Balcatta can rest assured that I will find the 
appropriate standing order and let him and other members know what that standing order is. Members might also 
want to know that I am not going to take direction from anybody in this place. I will make my decisions based 
upon what I see, what I hear, what I read and what my knowledge is of operations in this place. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Mr Speaker, I accept the foundation on which you have outlined the minister’s statement. My 
point of order is that surely the minister is bound to stay relevant to the terms of the motion that has been carried 
by the house. The motion requires him to explain to the house his personal involvement in a number of issues. I 
do not believe that the motion gives him any licence whatsoever to attack other members of the house. Such 
attacks would not be relevant to the motion that the house has carried, and I would ask that you keep him to the 
terms of the motion. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, with respect to that point of order, which I think in a sense was also 
raised by the member for Rockingham, I gave an assurance to the house at that point that if the Minister for 
Emergency Services was to make allegations about other members in this place, I would very rapidly close him 
down. So, Leader of the Opposition, I understand and take your point of order. 

Statement Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, I in no way canvass your ruling, I assure you. The motion says “Outline why 
he thinks” or why I think I should retain the emergency services portfolio. Quite clearly, I believe that I have the 
right to be able to compare my actions as the Minister for Emergency Services with that of other ministers, 
because I think that is fair and natural justice. I fully appreciate that members of the opposition do not want to 
hear the bad news. They do not want to hear the truth. 

Mr T.G. Stephens interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I did not interject once during the reply. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: You’re not suggesting that the Speaker is biased, are you? 

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara, I formally call you to order for the first time today. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: I’m trying to protect your honour, Mr Speaker. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara, I formally call you to order for the second time today. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: So much for protecting his honour. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 30 August 2011] 

 p6341b-6352a 
Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Roger Cook; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr Rob Johnson; The Speaker:; Mr Mark 

McGowan 

 [9] 

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara, I formally call you to order for the third time today. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It is very important to know why I think I should remain as the emergency services 
minister by going back into a bit of history to see where we have come from and where we are today. I think that 
that is fair, and if people cannot take criticism—maybe criticism of their handling of this portfolio—that is their 
problem. I want to go back to a very — 

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Mr Speaker, are you going to allow the defence that “other people were worse than I am” as 
a defence that is relevant to the terms of the motion that the house has just passed? 

The SPEAKER: That is not my decision to make whether people were worse or better, Leader of the 
Opposition. I am going to listen to what the Minister for Emergency Services is saying. If there are allegations, if 
you like, within that, I am certainly going to direct the Minister for Emergency Services to return to the 
substance of the motion that was passed. 

Statement Resumed 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Thank you, Mr Speaker. As I said earlier, last week we heard some amazing revelations 
about the CEO of FESA; the former Minister for Emergency Services; and the chairman of the board, Mike 
Barnett, who is a good Labor member and who occupied your chair, Mr Speaker, for a period until 1993, and 
then sat on the back bench for four years. He played an integral role, I believe, within FESA during the time that 
he was appointed as the chairman of the board. The member for Midland appointed him. At the same time, when 
Jo Harrison-Ward was appointed in those days, I happen to know for a fact that Mike Barnett had serious 
concerns. He felt that other candidates were far better qualified. That concern — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: How do you know that? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Because he said it. That concern — 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I formally call you to order for the third time today. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That concern was also raised with the then minister by the then minister’s principal policy 
adviser for FESA, a Mr Mark Stansall. So we had Mike Barnett going to the minister then, and we had Mark 
Stansall going to the minister on numerous occasions, telling him that things were going wrong. So what did that 
former minister do? Did he actually act on any of that? There was the chairman of the board and his principal 
policy adviser. He basically sacked the pair of them. He basically did it — 

Point of Order 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, we have not taken a point of order for a while to allow the minister to get on 
to the point of the motion, which was about his performance. He is now going back into historical issues once 
again. He has unlimited time, and I suppose he can go on for the next three hours, if he wants to, about historical 
issues, but that was not the agreement, I thought, that you reached with him a moment ago, and I would ask that 
he be brought back to the motion. 

Statement Resumed 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, it is quite important that I outline why I believe I should retain this portfolio 
and that people should have confidence in me. The only way I can do that is to show that I am a much better 
minister than the former minister was. The trouble is that the opposition does not like the truth; it cannot take the 
truth. That is its problem. It is so frightened of what I am about to say that it is trying to shut me up. Well, it will 
not work; it will not work. 

Mark Stansall was the principal policy adviser to not only the member for Balcatta, but also the former minister 
the member for Midland. He actually helped her election campaign in 1993, and he was rewarded by being made 
principal policy adviser for FESA under her ministership. He then went over to the member for Balcatta and 
became his principal policy adviser. What I am saying is that two good Labor people were advising the then 
minister that things were going wrong — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Seventy-two houses were lost and you go into these pithy partisan politics. Just explain 
yourself. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: You don’t like the truth. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: This is destroying you. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, it is not. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Just do your job. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, I have already mentioned — 

The SPEAKER: The member for Rockingham has made a point with respect to the amount of time that the 
minister has, which at this point is unlimited. I am hoping it is not unlimited time. I would like to hear some of 
the questions that were raised in the matter of public interest that was passed in this place, and I would like to 
hear them answered. I am just going to suggest to members that continual interjecting is not going to help that. 
Minister, I do not think we all need a history lesson. I have given you the opportunity to put together what is 
some background from your perspective. I am now going to ask you to return to the substance of the motion that 
we passed in this place. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition brought up a very interesting subject and said that I 
had done nothing in relation to the report from the parliamentary committee delivered in 2006. That was a 
Labor-dominated committee, and I think it was headed at that stage by the member for Joondalup. The report 
was about a very important subject—emergency services—and it had 88 recommendations. The member for 
Kwinana said that I had done nothing. Let me tell members a bit of history about that report because it is very, 
very important. Obviously, at some stage the committee asked for the former minister to respond to the report in 
Parliament. I remember the time well when the member for Albany was in the chair, and he had to remind the 
former minister that he had not fulfilled his obligation by responding to the committee’s report in the time frame 
allowed. So to this date the former minister has never responded and given an account of what the former 
government would do in relation to those recommendations. What happened — 

Dr A.D. Buti: What did you do on the day of the fire? Did you see the smoke coming over the hills? 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I formally call you to order for the first time today. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The problem was — 

Dr A.D. Buti: Was the cricket that interesting that you didn’t worry about the smoke? 

Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I formally call you to order for the second time today and the member 
for Willagee for the first time today. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Apart from doing nothing, what happened — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That is the previous minister. I happen to know that FESA applied to that minister on 
three occasions to bring some — 

Dr A.D. Buti: We’re talking about the fire on 6 February 2011; that’s what we’re talking about. 

Mr F.M. Logan: You were warned in this house last year and you did nothing.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I formally call you to order for the third time today, and the member 
for Cockburn for the second time today. 

Mr F.M. Logan: You were warned last year. You took the mickey out of the opposition. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn, I formally call you to order for the third time today. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The trouble is they do not like the truth; they really do not like the truth. In relation to that 
parliamentary — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: What happened with that report, a very important report containing 88 recommendations, 
which I have been accused of not dealing with at all—that is absolutely untrue, like most of the things that have 
been said by the other side today—is that the moment I became the minister, I actually hit the ground running 
and I started the implementation of many of those recommendations. Those recommendations had been left in 
abeyance gathering dust on the shelves. I happen to know that FESA applied to the former minister three times 
to deal with those recommendations and to bring them forward. On three occasions they were sent back to 
FESA. On the third occasion, which was in January 2008, he said, “Put on hold: I don’t want this dealt with until 
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after the next election”. That was 14 or 15 months ahead, so that minister did absolutely nothing; he was asleep 
at the table again and continually had to be woken up by his policy adviser kicking his legs! 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The absolute hypocrisy of the opposition in coming into this place and making these sorts 
of accusations is disgraceful!  

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: As you are! You were — 

Ms R. Saffioti: What did you do on the day? 

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, I formally call you to order for the third time today. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: They asked: what did I do as the minister?  

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker — 

Dr A.D. Buti: Firefighters were fighting the fire and you’re watching the cricket! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker — 

Dr A.D. Buti: Is that true? 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Let me just put that myth right out of the way: I do not watch cricket and I was not at the 
cricket. So do not make accusations that you cannot back up! 

Dr A.D. Buti: Where were you if you weren’t at the cricket? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Where do you think I was? On the fire ground with a hose? Don’t be so stupid! 

Dr A.D. Buti: Where were you, though? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will tell you: you ask me a question at question time and I will give you chapter and 
verse! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, this is my opportunity; they have had three attempts now. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Exactly. What I have done for FESA is a hell of a lot more than what the previous 
minister did and what the previous government did. They had the tight-fisted Treasurer who would not give any 
money for FESA, would not give any money to the transport of prisoners, and he sits here playing with his little 
phone. He is probably doing a Twitter at the moment, I would think. The twit is doing a Twitter! That is the 
problem we have in this place! 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I think the phraseology used by the minister was unparliamentary and I ask him to 
withdraw. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: What, “Twitter”? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: When the minister refers to other members of this place as twits, I think he should 
withdraw, as the Premier had to the other day when he referred to people as idiots. I think the language used by 
the government is really dragging this house down. 

The SPEAKER: I take your point of order, member for Rockingham. I did not hear that inference, but I direct 
that the minister withdraws that comment. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, I withdraw. 

Statement Resumed 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I want to explain what I have done since I have been the Minister for Emergency Services, 
and I can say that it has been a lot more than the previous minister and the previous government. It is a hell of a 
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lot more because I introduced the Bush Fires Amendment Bill, which was one of the recommendations that came 
from that standing committee that the previous minister did not want to deal with for about 15 months. He said, 
“Don’t do anything ’til the next election”. There was 15 months to go; that was a really committed minister, was 
it not? He should be ashamed of himself! The former minister should be absolutely ashamed of himself for 
sitting on his hands and not doing anything in relation to bushfires in WA. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: But why did he not do it? I will tell members why he did not do it. It was because he had a 
problem with the member for Mandurah, who was the Minister for the Environment at the time! He was 
responsible for the Department of Environment and Conservation and he did not want any of those 
recommendations implemented, so those two ministers were at loggerheads. When I became the minister and as 
soon as I realised that there were some problems between DEC and FESA, I spoke to the Minister for 
Environment, Hon Donna Faragher, and we worked through the issues. Certainly, with her support and her 
concurrence, I actually then was able to introduce the Bush Fires Amendment Bill, which implemented — 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: — two fire bans; introduced new arrangements for control of a major fire, with FESA 
assuming control of major fires; helped combat arson; included a definition of the word “property”; and revised 
the fire danger rating system to include the terms “severe” and “catastrophic”. I also secured a huge increase in 
funding—$128 million over four years—to enable FESA to supply and update a huge range of equipment across 
all the volunteer groups as well as to allow for the recruitment of more than 100 extra career firefighters. I 
established and launched the first WA bushfire summit, which reviewed, reassessed and refined bushfire 
management plans, as well as the recommendations from the Victorian royal commission interim report. I 
secured permanent funding of $5.7 million a year from 2010–11 for two type 1 water bombers to enhance 
FESA’s aerial firefighting capacity. I did all these things.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: The Premier is sure to keep you on! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: All I am saying is that people should compare different people and what they do. People 
should look at my hard work and my success over that time in securing funding for FESA and the firefighting 
equipment, including the aerial support, and, indeed, in implementing recommendations from the Community 
Development and Justice Standing Committee. Compare what I did; I implemented recommendations. But the 
previous government did not; it could not be bothered. The previous minister could not be bothered; he wanted it 
put off for at least 14 or 15 months. He knows it is true. He sent it back to FESA saying, “Put on hold: we’ll look 
at this after the next election”. Even then there was no commitment. As I say, it was because he had a battle royal 
going with the member for Mandurah, who was the Minister for the Environment at the time. He knows that is 
true; he was standing up for DEC and would not have a bar of the then Minister for Emergency Services, the 
member for Balcatta, because he did not like it.  

I stand by my record; I have secured — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Don’t resign, minister—stay! Don’t resign! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I indicated to you before that it was three calls you were on. I was 
wrong; it was two. You are now on three calls; I formally call you for the third time. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am going to conclude now because obviously the opposition does not want to hear the 
truth. Members opposite do not want me to lay out their abysmal record and indeed their grubby little secrets that 
they had with their Labor Party people who were put in positions that they did not even take any notice of. 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: “Did not even take any notice of”! A good principal policy adviser—I am told he was—in 
relation to FESA got shifted sideways because the minister did not like what he was saying. He made sure that 
Mike Barnett was not reappointed as chairman of that board, or Mike Barnett did not want to go there again 
because he repeatedly went to the previous minister and the minister cocked a deaf ear. He did not want to know; 
he just wanted a quiet life and to not deal with any of those recommendations for a very long time afterwards. Of 
course, he never got the chance because it was nearly 15 months before the next election should have been held, 
but it was called earlier, of course. The previous minister sent the recommendations back in January and the next 
election was due to be held in February or possibly March of the following year, so he did absolutely nothing. I 
just want to commend Alisha O’Flaherty from the ABC, who did a tremendous job, I think, in uncovering these 
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dirty little secrets that have been held by the Labor Party ranks in their little vault for such a long time. The genie 
is out of the pot now!  

There are many more things that I would love to say, but I will not have the chance because members of the 
opposition will do what they always do; they will try to shout me down when they start to hear the truth when it 
affects them! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I have unlimited time, but what is the point in me wasting my time when all members 
opposite do is interject? They do not want the truth — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: You can’t handle the truth! The principal policy adviser—I mean, you had half your 
family working in your office. 

I think I have covered the explanation that has been asked of me by the motion that was agreed by the house. I 
have a lot more that I would love to say, but I will save some for another day. 
 


