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MINISTER FOR EMERGENCY SERVICES — PREMIER’S CONFIDENCE 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [4.09 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to allow the following motion to be 
moved forthwith — 

That the Premier explain whether or not the Minister for Emergency Services has his 
confidence and for how long he will keep that portfolio. 

I move this motion quite advisedly, because we have just had from the Minister for Emergency Services a long, 
slow train wreck of an explanation of his behaviour and activities over the period related to the bushfire back in 
February. We asked the Minister for Emergency Services for a detailed examination and explanation of four 
separate things: the Fire and Emergency Services Authority’s poor preparation for the season; the management 
debacle on the day; the FESA cover-up during the Keelty special inquiry; and why he thinks he should retain the 
emergency services portfolio. Instead, what we saw was a construction put upon the last motion moved by the 
opposition designed to deny the member of Parliament for Armadale the opportunity to respond to the minister; 
and then the unlimited time offered to the minister used to provide a long, slow diatribe of half-truths and abuse 
of good members of this Parliament as part of his defence. We did not hear the detailed explanation required by 
this house of all these things. He has now had a week and a half in which to prepare his response to all those 
issues, and all we got was that useless and hopeless excuse.  

Now we are putting to the house that the Premier needs to provide a full explanation of what is going to happen 
to this minister, because I think the public wants to know what is going to happen. Is the minister still going to 
be there in December? From what I could deduce from that diatribe, the minister thinks he is. He thinks he is 
going to be there in December and January managing the state’s bushfires—the state’s emergency services. Woe 
Western Australia if he is! Poor Western Australia if he is! 

What we heard over the last week and a half or so when this thing first arose was the Premier rock solid behind 
the Minister for Emergency Services. The Premier was absolutely rock solid: “He’s my man.” Then we heard as 
the week went on: “Well, he’s not too bad. We might consider moving people. I’m going to make a decision in 
the fullness of time as things go on.” The people of Western Australia need to get to the bottom of what the truth 
is. Will he be there? The Premier needs to tell us, because he did not stand up in that matter of public interest 
motion either. He did not take his opportunity as Premier to set it out to the house. What I am saying now is that 
this is the true question that needs to be answered: will he still be there or will he not? The Premier has 
backflipped all over the place on this issue and he has sent out signals that the minister will not be here. From 
what he has just said, he thinks he will be. It is an important question. The 30 000 or so bushfire volunteers 
would like to know who is going to be the titular head of emergency services in Western Australia. Who is it? 
Who is going to be there? I think the Premier should get up and provide the explanation that they want—the 
media, the public, the house and the bushfire volunteers. Who is going to be there managing these issues so that 
we can get to the bottom of it? Who has the responsibility?  

I think perhaps the minister should answer a few questions, because he did not answer a few questions before in 
the debate. He did not answer any of the questions that we asked. He did that long diatribe based upon things that 
have been whispered to him by former staff members around the place. He has a few things to answer for as 
well. We are talking about diaries, what he did on the day and so forth. I have a copy of the minister’s diary 
here—a truncated version admittedly—on the day of 6 February, but it has been backdated, which is a little bit 
unusual. A diary is a forward-looking document, of course, but in here it has the state emergency coordination 
group meeting at 6.30 pm on the Sunday evening. Of course, that was only organised an hour or so beforehand, 
so apparently his appointment staff went into the office and fixed up his diary an hour or so beforehand to put 
this meeting in here. So his diary has been backdated in relation to that day. I am wondering, in light of what he 
also said about not being too sure about the briefing with the Commissioner of Police, whether or not that 
happened on Tuesday, 8 February, and “maybe it got cancelled,” as he said before. I have a copy of his diary 
here, and it says it was in there, but in question time earlier he said, “No. I don’t think that particular event 
happened.” I think he needs to provide a few explanations about what he was doing on the day, where he was 
and when exactly he found out, because his diary, which I have, has been fiddled with in relation to that 
particular day. I would like to know what actually went on on 6 February, and what he did. Did he drop what he 
was doing and take off and make sure that he played his role as head, as the minister under the Westminster 
system, of what was going on in emergency services in Western Australia? Did he play his role, and what did he 
do on each of the subsequent days before he flew out and left the state on Thursday, 10 February, because it is a 
very, very sparse diary?  
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The SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham, I have given you the opportunity to speak to the motion in front of 
the house. That is what I hoped you would do—certainly if you would like to elaborate further on other material. 
I am just going to bring you back to the motion you have moved.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have raised the point about the diary and about the Premier. The reason this matter is 
urgent and that the Premier should answer these questions is that he has sent out mixed messages to the people of 
Western Australia and it is time he ended the charade and provided us with advice about the future of this 
minister. Do not sit looking smug. Do not sit there avoiding the question: provide advice as to what the future is. 
If the Premier is going to have a reshuffle in December and the Minister for Emergency Services is going to be 
gone and he is going to put someone else in there, tell us now. Do not leave it until then; tell us now and do not 
leave us hanging. I will not say what my preferred option is. All I am saying to the Premier is that he needs to 
now provide us with all of that advice on those matters. That is what this motion to suspend standing orders is 
about. This is the biggest issue in Western Australia today. That is why it is urgent. The Premier needs to get up 
in this house and provide us with that advice and not meander around with mealy-mouthed words, not giving us 
the information that we demand and that the state needs.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [4.17 pm]: Let me make it clear I support each and every 
minister. I have confidence in each and every minister, including the Minister for Emergency Services. 
Therefore, this government does not support this motion to suspend standing orders.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [4.17 pm]: This government has performed 
absolutely woefully on this question. I think this is the third occasion—perhaps, counting the matter of public 
interest debate, the fourth occasion—on which the opposition has tried to hold the Minister for Emergency 
Services — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: The first time was before you even read the report! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: We had the information from the Saturday edition of The West Australian. We said it was a 
scathing report, and the minister deliberately withheld the report from the house so that we could not hold him to 
account. That is occasion 1. On occasion 2 we get the report and the minister speaks for eight minutes on the 
MPI; and three other ministers take up 22 minutes of the time. We give the minister another chance today to 
explain himself. What happens? He does not speak on the MPI. When that sort of motion is moved, there is a 
convention in this place that the minister, the target of it, rises to his or her feet and gives an account of 
themselves. If the government genuinely is loyal to the minister, then the Premier or a senior minister, or both, 
follows on from the minister under attack and defends their record. But we had none of that! All the ministers 
went missing. The government lets the motion go through, and then the minister gets to his feet and thinks he has 
done a smart thing and he will speak at length. Even that would have been fine. All we want the minister to do is 
to give an account of what he did in the run-up to the fire, what he did on the day and what he did about the 
cover-up that the Keelty report found. We have had woeful, embarrassing, pathetic performances from the 
minister, who has shown a complete contempt for this place, no acceptance of his responsibility and no 
acceptance of his accountability.  

That is why it is urgent that we have this suspension and that we properly debate the motion—not just two 
seconds from the Premier. This is hopeless! The government has presided over a circumstance in which 
72 houses have been lost and one of the most devastating reports against any government agency that I have seen 
in my 23 years in this place has issued, and what we get is eight minutes from the minister in debate on a matter 
of public interest, and then that tomfoolery, that stupidity and that partisanship when he said he was responding 
to the motion passed by this place. 

The minister should have abided by the convention of rising in the MPI debate so that other speakers could have 
followed him and scrutinised him. He did not. Even then I think it would have been a satisfactory exercise of 
accountability had the minister given a proper, decent, responsible account of his actions in his statement to the 
house. Instead he did not. What he did was attack his predecessors and engage in grubby politics. He did 
everything but answer the questions that the people of Western Australia want answered about what he did. If the 
Premier has any respect for standards in government and if he has any commitment to standards in government, 
he must take this minister aside and say, “As Leader of the House you’ve made a mistake. You’ve done the 
wrong thing in the house. You haven’t abided by the spirit of this place.” What should happen is that the minister 
should rise to his feet and give a proper account of what he has done. All the minister did in that speech was go 
back over the history of previous ministers and attack other people — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Grubby secrets! You don’t like it! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The minister tried to go into what he calls the grubby secrets of the past. In other words, he 
did everything possible to avoid being held to account for what has happened in the three years that this 
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government has been in power. Three years! It is too late for the minister to be blaming his predecessors. It does 
not work to always blame Canberra. The minister cannot always pin the blame on public servants. There has to 
be some meaning to the Westminster system. There has to be some meaning to ministerial responsibility. That 
meaning, if it has any meaning at all, when something like this happens and when there is a scathing report like 
this, is that the minister rises to his feet, gives an account of himself and subjects himself to scrutiny in this 
house. He might do it robustly, he might make mention of other people, but he at least gives an explanation of 
his actions. This minister has completely failed to do that. 

That is why this motion is urgent. We have to get some accountability from this minister. The Premier has to 
come to grips with the appallingly low standards in his own government. It comes back to the Premier in the end. 
Is the Premier going to tolerate this sort of tomfoolery, is he going to tolerate this sort of idiocy or is he going to 
say to the minister, “I have standards in my government and there’s going to be some accountability”? 

I tell you this, Mr Speaker: we on this side are not going to let this issue go. If the government wants us to 
present a motion for suspension of standing orders every day, it will get it until this minister rises to his feet and 
properly accounts for his actions on this issue. We will not accept the low standards that this minister has 
displayed and the public of Western Australia will not accept these standards. This issue will come home to 
every government member in their electorates unless in their party room they do something about it. I know that 
government members do not feel happy about what has happened. I know that there are members of the back 
bench who think that the minister should have said on television that he accepted some responsibility. We know 
that, but what is happening is that the minister is ineffective and ineffectual. The Premier is ineffective and 
ineffectual, is missing in action and cannot enforce standards on this minister. What is it about this minister that 
the Premier cannot enforce proper standards on him? What has the minister got on the Premier that the Premier 
is so weak that he lets the minister get away with today’s appalling parliamentary performance? It was absolutely 
appalling! I do not think I have seen a minister perform so poorly when held to account on such an important 
issue. It is absolutely outrageous. What this minister has just done today represents a new low in the history of 
the Parliament. The Premier is the one who is responsible; he is the leader and he should set a standard and make 
the minister account to this Parliament and to the people of Western Australia for what happened. 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [4.24 pm]: I support the motion that is before the house. What we have seen 
this afternoon is a total failure of accountability—a failure by the Minister for Emergency Services to be 
accountable and a failure by the Premier to be accountable. Quite a number of serious issues of accountability 
were raised today during debate on the matter of public interest. None of them has been responded to in any 
proper way by the minister or by the Premier. Firstly, why can this minister not explain why he did not require 
the Fire and Emergency Services Authority to provide a truthful and honest account to the Keelty report? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I did. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Why did the minister not read the report? Why did the minister not read the FESA 
submission? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I told FESA I wanted them to cooperate in every way with Mick Keelty and to give truthful 
answers. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Why did the minister not read FESA’s submission? Did the minister not see that as his 
responsibility? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I saw it as my responsibility to ensure that FESA — 

Mr C.C. Porter: Last year they were criticising the education minister! 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I know. They can’t have it both ways. I insisted that FESA cooperate fully with the Keelty 
inquiry. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: He had such little interest as minister that he did not even read the FESA submission! 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Don’t talk rubbish! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: It was one of the most major bushfires to occur, with massive damage and loss of 
homes. FESA did a submission to the Keelty inquiry about it and the minister not only did not read it, but also 
did not even know it had been sent to his office! Then he had to stand in this place last week and say that he had 
to correct an answer—that FESA did actually send it up to his office but he just couldn’t be bothered reading it. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I didn’t say that. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: What is the minister’s explanation for that? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Why don’t you tell the truth for a change? 
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Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: What is the truth: that you did not know it was there? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Why don’t you tell the truth? You wouldn’t know the truth if it smacked you in the face! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The submission was in his office, it was in his in-tray, but he never knew it was there. 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This motion is about the suspension of standing orders. I think members opposite have had 
a fairly lenient go at it and are just simply debating the issues now. 

Debate Resumed 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Mr Speaker, I will get back to the motion. We need to suspend standing orders so that 
we can get some proper answers to these questions. Why was the minister in April still recommending that the 
Premier and the Governor sign off on Jo Harrison-Ward’s appointment? Mr Keelty was appointed on 
26 February, and on 5 April the minister was sitting around the table at Government House recommending to the 
Governor in Executive Council that he appoint Jo Harrison-Ward. The minister was not saying that last week, 
and we have had no account — 

Point of Order 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member for Midland said half a sentence after saying that she would address the issue 
and immediately stopped addressing the issue. 

Debate Resumed 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I do not have a lot more to say but I see that the government is stonewalling here. My 
point is this: there has been no proper explanation or account to this house as to why on 5 April that appointment 
was still recommended—no explanation from the Minister for Emergency Services and no explanation from the 
Premier. We are asking the Premier to say whether he still has confidence in this Minister for Emergency 
Services. In my view this minister misled the house last week, probably on a range of things, but one of the 
things he said was that he met regularly with the chairman of the FESA board and probably once or twice a year 
with the FESA board. When asked today whether he had met with the FESA board this year, he said, “Let me 
think. I don’t think so, no.” He gave a deliberate misrepresentation last week, and the Premier just stood by and 
said, “That’s okay. He can mislead the house.” Last week the minister said that he met with the FESA board 
once or twice a year. I am incredulous that the minister could stand in this place and say that he meets with the 
board once or twice a year, that there could be a major bushfire on 6 February and that the minister could go on 
TV and say that the board and not he was responsible for Jo Harrison-Ward. If the board is responsible, does the 
minister meet with it? What does he do? He was asked last week and said that he meets with the board once or 
twice a year. Do we think that a minister doing his job would meet with the board — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I have given you plenty of opportunities to address the motion in front of 
this place, and that is what I am going to ask you to do one more time. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Can I have a short amount of time and I will conclude? 

My view is, Premier, that any other minister would have met with the board following a major incident like that, 
particularly one who says that Jo Harrison-Ward is the board’s responsibility and not his, and that the board must 
take on its responsibilities. There are just three issues that the minister has not satisfactorily addressed. We still 
do not know the truth about when he last met with the board. Maybe the minister cannot text, but I would have 
thought that he could have been in touch with his office and found out when he last attended a board meeting. 
We still do not have the answer to that question at 4.30 in the afternoon. We do not know when the minister last 
met with the board; he misled the house last week by giving the impression that he met with it once or twice a 
year. That does not appear to be the case. He still recommended, in April this year, that Jo Harrison-Ward be 
appointed, despite it being a couple months after cabinet had made that decision. These things do not add up. On 
the fact alone that the minister did not even read FESA’s submission to the Keelty review, he should go.  

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [4.32 pm]: I rise to support the motion that — 

So much of standing orders be suspended as to allow the following motion to be debated — 

That the Premier explain whether or not the Minister for Emergency Service has his 
confidence and for how long he will keep that portfolio. 

Although the Premier got up a few minutes ago and said in one sentence that the minister was keeping his 
portfolio now, the Premier has not explained where he is going. Will this minister be the person who takes 
responsibility for the future of the Fire and Emergency Services Authority over the next bushfire season and the 
one after that? In answering these questions, we need to look at the performance of the minister. In making a 
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decision about whether standing orders should be suspended, we need to look at some of the questions that have 
been asked of the minister. I draw attention to Hansard of 18 August when the member for Girrawheen asked 
three specific questions — 

(1) When the minister referred to problems, what exactly did he mean? 

(2) What actions did the minister take personally to resolve these issues? 

(3) As minister, how did he come to the assumption that things were getting better? 

What did the minister say? This is his answer — 

(1)–(3) I know that the member for Girrawheen is an avid admirer of my press conferences; she 
gatecrashes them whenever she is around … 

Rather than going to the substance of this important issue—70 houses get burnt in Kelmscott–Roleystone—what 
does the minister talk about? Does he explain what he actually did? Does he ever come into this chamber and 
say, “On the day of the bushfire, these are the things that I did. I went and spoke to this person. I saw that person. 
I rang this other person”? No, he makes a joke about the member for Girrawheen. He is not ever prepared to 
come into this house and explain what he did on that day. Why is he so embarrassed by that? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Ask me a question! 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The minister has been asked; that is the point. We have asked the minister a dozen 
questions on this topic and his answer is: I know that the member for Girrawheen is an avid admirer of mine. 
That is the answer that the minister gave. I did not write it down. That is what he stood up and said rather than 
coming to this place and actually answering the question. Where was the minister on the day? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You ask the question, and I will give the answer to you.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have asked the minister. Where was he on that day? Why is he embarrassed to tell us 
where he was? Why is he not prepared to be honest in this chamber?  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I have told the media exactly where I was — 

The SPEAKER: Minister for Emergency Services!  

Mr R.F. Johnson: — so you’ll have to wait. Sorry, Mr Speaker. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I give you the call again, and I ask that you return to the substance of 
the motion. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Thank you, Mr Speaker.  

We are dealing with the question that the Premier explain whether or not the Minister for Emergency Services 
has his confidence, and for how long the current minister will keep that portfolio. We are asking the house to 
suspend so much of standing orders as is necessary to allow that motion to be considered. In making a decision 
about whether we should suspend standing orders to allow that discussion to take place, we have to have in our 
minds what it is that the minister will not be honest to this chamber about. Why is it that the minister will not tell 
the truth when he comes into this place? Why is it that he will not explain himself? What is it that he is so 
embarrassed about? We have all read the Keelty report and its damning assessment of the preparations of this 
government for the fire season. We have all read that. We have all read Mr Keelty’s damning assessment of the 
cover-up that this minister’s agency was involved with. This minister has told the chamber that he was given a 
copy of the submission by FESA to the Keelty inquiry. He tells us that he did not read it. Who in his office did 
read it? What happened to it? Why has he not been accountable to us? That is why, when we consider whether 
we should pass this motion to suspend standing orders, we must have these questions clearly in our minds. What 
is the minister hiding? If he was competent, if he was talented, and if he was capable, he would come into the 
chamber and explain himself on each of those issues. The fact that after weeks and weeks of having the 
opportunity to do that—matters of public interest, suspensions of standing orders; all these opportunities—what 
are we left with? We are left with drivel. We are left with accusations about other members of Parliament, 
accusations about former members of the Parliament and corridor conversations repeated in this chamber. That is 
what we are left with by the Minister for Emergency Services. What we are not left with is an explanation.  

The Premier now has a job. He should not only stand up and say that the current minister is keeping the portfolio 
today. What about the future? Will the member for Riverton get a Christmas surprise? Will the member for 
Scarborough get a Christmas surprise? What will happen? The Premier has indicated that these things are in the 
offing. The scuttlebutt is around, the journalists are talking about it and the drums are beating. The minister 
should do us a favour. Do not resign. Do not put yourself out of our misery. Keep the Labor Party happy. Stay on 
as Minister for Emergency Services, because, quite frankly, your performance is helping our side of politics. If 
you want to make a contribution to the Liberal Party, quit. If the Premier’s standards have anything — 



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

 p6352b-6359a 
Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Eric Ripper; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Dr Kim Hames; Mr Bill 

Johnston; Mr Fran Logan 

 [6] 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Southern River, I formally call you to order for the first time today. Member for 
Cannington, I do not know whether you have more to add, but I call you back to the substance of the motion, not 
to what you might like to express later on. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We have to decide in this place today whether we suspend standing orders to allow us to 
consider the motion that the Premier explain whether or not the Minister for Emergency Services has his 
confidence, and for how long he will keep that portfolio. We have to make a decision about whether we will 
agree to that motion. The Premier has a challenge in front of him. What standards does he have? Will he allow 
the Minister for Emergency Services to be an embarrassment and a mockery to parliamentary democracy in this 
state? Are they the Premier’s standards? Are they so low that no-one could even trip over them? Is that how low 
the standards are? The Premier made great play in the election campaign about how he would raise standards. 
What is the answer from his minister? Does his minister say, “These are the standards that I aspire to”? No, he 
comes in this place and drivels on about how some other person did something else. If that is the standard being 
set by the Premier of the state, there is a serious problem at the core of democracy, and at the core of the 
representative function of this Parliament. The Premier needs to stand up for those proper standards.  

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [4.38 pm]: In speaking to the motion before the house I argue that the issue is 
such that this motion is required to be passed because of a number of things that the Minister for Emergency 
Services has told this house, and been put into Hansard, about his own portfolio. I take the house back to the 
bushfire preparedness statements that the minister has repeatedly made to this house each year in his role as 
Minister for Emergency Services. Firstly, I take members back to Wednesday, 21 October 2009. As we know, it 
is quite normal for the minister to stand in this house around October or November and inform the house about 
the preparedness of the emergency services to deal with the forthcoming bushfire season. In this case, on 
21 October 2009, in response to a question from the member for Darling Range, the minister said the following —  

We have been warned by the Bureau of Meteorology that we are going to face probably the worst 
bushfire season of the past decade. We have taken note of that and we have made sure that our agencies 
work cooperatively in the way that they should, and I feel quite confident that with them working 
cooperatively we are in the best position to fight any major bushfires that we do have … 

That was said in October 2009. If members compare the statement the minister gave to this house with the 
Keelty report, they will see that either the minister had no idea about his portfolio and whether the agencies were 
or were not working together, or he was misleading the house.  

A member interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Members opposite cannot have it both ways. Everyone in the house now knows what was in 
the Keelty report about how those agencies completely failed to work together in the bushfires that destroyed 
71 houses. That was the kernel of the report, and the minister responsible for the agency at the heart of the 
problem—that is, FESA—and the failure to work cooperatively told this house that he had full confidence in 
them working together. That is why this motion is so important. In my argument I believe the minister has either 
misled the house or has been completely unaware of, or incompetent in, his role as a minister. That was in 2009.  

I refer now to the bushfire preparedness statement that the minister gave to the house last year on Thursday, 
14 October 2010. Again, the member for Darling Range asked the same question, and the minister responded. 
However, on this occasion, rather than repeating that the agencies were working together cooperatively and that 
everything was going to be fine for the forthcoming bushfire season, the minister decided to use his statements as 
an opportunity to attack the new member for Armadale and the shadow Minister for Fire and Emergency 
Services, the member for Girrawheen. He used it as an opportunity to attack them. In fact, the basis of his attack 
was that the member for Girrawheen and the member for Armadale had made statements to Comment News, the 
local paper in Armadale, highlighting the views of the local volunteer bush fire brigade and its members’ 
concerns about the forthcoming bushfire season and their preparedness for that season. Rather than taking on 
board their concerns as a warning about the forthcoming bushfire season and the likelihood of uncontrolled 
bushfires, the Minister for Emergency Services instead used it as an opportunity to attack the shadow minister 
about her warning and to attack the new member for Armadale about his warning, and, ostensibly, to attack the 
local volunteer bush fire brigade—the people on the ground in the particular area—about their warning. I quote 
the Minister for Emergency Services, after previous interjections — 

I must tell the member that Mr Fancote was so upset — 

There was an interjection and the minister continued — 
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at the comments made by the three members, including the Leader of the Opposition, that he wrote to 
the paper the following week to correct their misleading and alarmist statements that the state did not 
have the capacity or the capability to deal with … fires. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn, I bring you back to the substance of the motion. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The point that I am making is that the minister dismissed the Leader of the Opposition, the 
shadow Minister for Fire and Emergency Services and one of the local MPs on the ground when they raised 
concerns about the state’s preparedness to deal with bushfires in 2010 and 2011, and instead of dealing with 
those warnings seriously, this minister stood and took the mickey out of those members in this house. What 
happened only two months later? Seventy-one houses burnt to the ground! That was the response of this minister 
to this house. If that is not seen as the minister condemning himself by his own words in this house and by his 
own actions, I think we have a very, very shoddy government indeed—a government that really does not take 
ministerial responsibility seriously. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [4.45 pm] — in reply: Mr Speaker, I will close the debate. I will put the 
Minister for Emergency Services out of his misery. It is obvious that the minister is not going to speak to the 
motion. However, if government members want to vote for this motion, it will provide an opportunity for the 
minister to speak to it.  

A member interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: If members opposite want to vote for the motion, they can speak to the motion and the 
Premier might be able to give the house a bigger explanation than the one he has already given. I moved to 
suspend standing orders to allow the Premier to explain whether the Minister for Emergency Services has his 
confidence and how long he will keep that portfolio. It was a two-part motion; it was not a one-part motion. We 
have heard one speaker from the government; that is, the Premier. The Premier stood and said that all his 
ministers have his confidence. That was it. He did not indicate for how long the member for Hillarys will keep 
the portfolio, which is the true question. How long will this minister keep this portfolio? How long will he keep 
all his portfolios? Maybe a Leader of the House who cannot keep a quorum in the house should not be Leader of 
the House. It is certainly my view that he should not be Leader of the House. I have already indicated to the 
member for Kalamunda that he would have my support as Leader of the House, should he want the job. If the 
Premier were to consult me, I would provide him with that advice; namely, that the member for Kalamunda 
should have the job. He might well fall asleep on the job, but I am sure that he would carry out the role 
admirably. But for how long will this minister keep that portfolio? That is why this motion to suspend standing 
orders is urgent. That is the question we want to know the answer to. We want to know whether the minister will 
keep this portfolio or whether he will keep police and his role as Leader of the House.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members! We have been dealing with this for quite a long time. The only person that I 
want to hear from is the person who is on his feet; that is, the member for Rockingham. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I reckon the Premier’s answer was so short and so direct that it did not provide any real 
clarity about the future. It only indicated the situation as it is today, but what is the situation in relation to the 
future? As we know, last week, this minister had the confidence of the Premier for the rest of this term. Now, we 
know that that is not the case. All we are asking the Premier to do is to provide clarity to the house and the 
people of Western Australia about what will happen. Who will be promoted into that portfolio? What will 
happen to this minister in the future? Where will he go? Where will he be seated in the house? We want to know 
the answers to all those important questions, as do all people involved in fire management around Western 
Australia. These matters deserve the government’s urgent consideration. 

It also needs to be said that the management of the house has been nothing short of appalling! The Minister for 
Emergency Services could have avoided all this unpleasantness had he provided a straightforward and 
reasonable explanation during the matter of public interest debate. But he did not, and the Premier elected not to. 
Therefore, the government has now lost another hour of time for government bills, because of its incompetence. 
The fact is, members opposite sit there looking glum and the Premier looking unhappy — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: A couple of them might if they are on their way to a promotion—particularly, the member 
for Swan Hills. I can see greatness written all over the member for Swan Hills! The fact that members opposite 
have sat quietly and the Premier has uttered only five or six words indicates that members opposite know the 
truth of the matter. They know that the management of the house has been appalling and was appalling on the 
last Thursday the house sat. The management of this issue has been appalling and this minister is not long for 
this portfolio.  



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

 p6352b-6359a 
Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Eric Ripper; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Dr Kim Hames; Mr Bill 

Johnston; Mr Fran Logan 

 [8] 

The SPEAKER: As this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, it will need an absolute majority 
to succeed. I notice that there is an absolute majority. If I hear a dissentient voice, I will be required to divide the 
Assembly.  

Question put. 

The SPEAKER: There being a dissentient voice, the house will divide.  

Division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (24) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr A.J. Waddell 
Ms A.S. Carles Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mrs C.A. Martin Ms R. Saffioti Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Noes (28) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr V.A. Catania Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr C.C. Porter 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr A. Krsticevic Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 

            

Pairs 
 Ms M.M. Quirk Mrs L.M. Harvey 
 Mr J.N. Hyde Mr I.M. Britza 
 Mr A.P. O'Gorman Mr A.P. Jacob 

Question thus negatived. 
 


