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BUDGET ESTIMATES HEARINGS 
Statement 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [5.22 pm]: I need to make a few 
comments about some comments made by Hon Alanna Clohesy yesterday during consideration of committee 
reports. The reason I am doing it in this forum is that given the process of the consideration of committee reports 
system, the committee report that I want to comment on will not be dealt with now for several months, and by that 
stage the estimates processes will have been completed. I stood up with what I felt was honourable and legitimate 
intent yesterday with my concerns about the way that the estimates processes have taken place over the last few 
years. It was not a party-political comment; it was just about the fact that I think the estimates processes do not 
offer the opportunity for scrutiny of legislation that was previously offered. This is from uncorrected Hansard. 
I started by drawing from the report of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations titled 
“2019–20 Budget Cycle — Part 1: Estimates Hearings and Related Matters”. I quoted the introduction of the 
report, which states — 

The Committee considers that the process provided an appropriate level of scrutiny of Government. The 
Committee wishes to thank all Ministers, witnesses and participating Members for their assistance. 

Then I said — 

I make these comments in good faith, because I disagree with that component of the report and I would 
not mind some responses from the parliamentary secretary after I make my comments. 

The parliamentary secretary took high offence to the fact that I called her the parliamentary secretary and not the 
chair of the committee, but in this chamber she is the parliamentary secretary. By the bye, that means nothing. As 
it appears in yesterday’s uncorrected Hansard, Hon Alanna Clohesy’s response was — 

In calling me by my title of parliamentary secretary, the honourable member seemed to intimate—in fact, 
he suggested—that it was a decision of the government and that the government had in some way reduced 
the level of accountability by reducing the number of hours that the committee holds hearings. I remind 
members that the decision about timetabling is a decision of the Parliament’s committee. In fact, the 
government has one vote on that committee if that member decided to exercise that vote not in relation 
to the decision of the committee. There are four other members on that committee, all of whom are 
non-government members. Therefore, the government does not have a majority of members on the 
committee, even if all members do not vote with their conscience. Having said that, the timetabling of 
hearings is a decision of the committee. 

That has absolutely nothing to do with my point at all. First, I challenge anyone in this chamber to find where in 
the uncorrected Hansard I said that it was a government decision. I did not say that. I made those comments in 
good faith. I refer to one particular point from the uncorrected Hansard — 

My point is that if the committee feels that that is an appropriate level of scrutiny, I suggest that it go 
back and look at what happened previously, certainly during our term of government but also in the first 
two years of this government, to see whether 19.5 hours provides an appropriate level of scrutiny. 

Later in my contribution, I suggested — 

… the members of the committee who are here now … go back and look at those hours. I am not making 
them up. 

I will get back to that in a moment. My point is that I was not having a go at the parliamentary secretary. I was simply 
asking a legitimate question: can the committee offer a reason why there has been a significant reduction in the 
number of hours for estimates hearings? That is all I was asking. I would bet my bottom dollar that if the situation 
were reversed, members opposite would ask exactly the same question: why has there been such a significant 
reduction in the number of hours for estimates hearings? 

The parliamentary secretary also talked about coat-tailing and said — 

The honourable member suggested that he was also concerned about the practice of not allowing coat-tailing. 
That is when a member has been given time by the Chair to ask a series of questions and is then interrupted 
by another member, albeit on the same theme, to seek the Chair’s attention to continue a line of questioning. 

First, it is not interrupting; it just means being part of the question. If members are interested in an issue, they can 
ask questions; it is not a matter of interrupting. The uncorrected Hansard continues — 

It is also called “gazumping”. 

I have never heard of that — 
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The tactic can be used to silence a member who is conducting a line of inquiry. If another member comes 
in, they may dominate that line of inquiry with their own questions. To afford members a significant amount 
of time to explore questions, the Chair has sought to give members an allocated amount of time to fully 
explore their questions without interruption, to make sure that they can ask a series and a sequence of 
questions of the agencies and ministers present. 

I assure the parliamentary secretary that members do not get an opportunity to fully explore their questions. They 
get five minutes, or seven minutes if they are lucky, in total. That is all we get—five to seven minutes. This is not 
unreasonable. The only current member of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations who 
has been through the previous system is Hon Alanna Clohesy. All I would like to know is whether the committee 
asked at the beginning of the 2017–18 year to change the format. The only person on the current committee who 
understands and has experienced the previous system is Hon Alanna Clohesy—that is a fact. Was there so much 
disaffection with the previous system that it was changed because those who experienced the previous system did 
not like it? I suggest no, absolutely not. As a member of the former opposition and a minister for almost nine years, 
I have been on both sides of the barrel. Estimates committee hearings have always been done in good faith. The 
process has not been abused, but previously members had an opportunity to forensically scrutinise aspects of the 
budget papers. They could come in on someone else’s question, but they were never “gazumped”. I do not know 
where she got that from. It just did not exist and it most definitely does not justify the serious reduction in estimates 
hearing hours.  

In response to my comment she said — 

If the chamber thought that there was a need to review that, of course, the committee would review that. 
The committee reviews its procedures every single time it has hearings, and we will continue to do that. 
We will continue to hear from members about how the hearings might be improved. In fact, all members 
have received more time because they have been given an allocated period and, more often than not, prior 
to them commencing the questions, they have been given a clear indication of how long they have to pursue 
their line of questioning. 

That is rubbish. We have not been given extended time. I sat in on the disability services hearing and got five minutes. 
It is the same with Premier and Cabinet. We have one hour for disability services and one hour for Premier and 
Cabinet. That is rubbish; that extra time just does not exist. Yes, the committee does take the opportunity to review 
it, and I have put forward my concerns. After every estimates session, I write out and express my concerns. When 
we have these opportunities to go through committee reports, I express my concerns again. We do that, but it has 
not improved. 

I go back to my base point. The government cannot deny these facts. In 2014–15, we had 31 hours of estimates 
hearings with 14 agencies. In 2015–16, we had 33.5 hours of estimates with 16 agencies. In 2016–17, we had 30 hours 
of estimates with 18 agencies. In 2017–18, the first year of the new government, we had 31.5 hours of estimates with 
17 agencies. In 2018–19, we had 25.5 hours of estimates with 18 agencies. Last year, 2019–20, we had 19.5 hours 
of estimates. How can that be justified? That reduction in estimates time from 33.5 hours to 19.5 hours is a reduction 
of 42 per cent. Even the reduction from 25.5 hours in 2018–19 to 19.5 hours last year is a reduction of 14 per cent. 

I am not being unreasonable. Every member here should be worried about this. We now have 19.5 hours of estimates 
hearings with 11 agencies. The committee cannot say that members did not ask for agencies to appear. I sent 
requests from the Liberal Party. A third of those agencies did not appear. The Liberal Party is Her Majesty’s loyal 
opposition and we have the right to use estimates to scrutinise the budget papers, but we did not get it. For the 
parliamentary secretary to come in here and give this diatribe about me being unreasonable et cetera, quite frankly, 
is ungracious and unworthy of her. All I am asking on behalf of this Parliament—on behalf of the opposition, the 
crossbench, the Nationals WA, the Greens and members of the government—is: Why has the format changed from 
that used up until the 2017–18 hearings? Secondly, why has there been a 42 per cent decrease in the time available 
for estimates? Thirdly, why was a time not allocated for some agencies but a longer time allocated for others? 
They are very reasonable questions. If you guys were on this side of the chamber, you would be asking the exact 
same questions. 

Statement 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [5.32 pm]: I will rise as 
a member of government to respond to that statement, albeit briefly. I undertake to bring this matter to the attention 
of Hon Alanna Clohesy, who is the Chair of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. 
Hon Alanna Clohesy is not on that committee as a parliamentary secretary; she is the chair of that committee. It is 
very, very different. 

Hon Peter Collier: That is what I just said! 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: She is a parliamentary secretary of the government and she is the chair of 
a Legislative Council committee. I will make this point. Hon Peter Collier obviously has a short memory, 
because when I sat on that side of the chamber, I constantly raised concerns with the then chair of the committee, 
Hon Ken Travers, that I was not being given enough time as the shadow minister for various portfolios. 

Hon Peter Collier: You had 33 hours. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I raised that issue constantly. At that stage, the Council had fewer political parties 
than it has now. 

Hon Peter Collier: You had twice as much time. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Honourable member, I am not apologising on behalf of the committee, because this 
is its own business. 

Hon Peter Collier: How can you justify this? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Please do not make this an issue for government. It is not. It is an issue of that 
committee. 
Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I am just going to say that it is really hard for Hansard. The minister did listen to you 
in silence, so I ask that you to let him provide this information to you in silence as well. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Hon Alanna Clohesy, as chair of the committee, made the point that she is one member 
of that committee of five members. Those members are Hon Alanna Clohesy, a member of the Labor Party; 
Hon Tjorn Sibma, the deputy chair, who is a member of the Liberal Party; Hon Diane Evers, a member of the 
Greens WA; Hon Colin Tincknell, a member of Pauline Hanson’s One Nation; and Hon Aaron Stonehouse, 
a member of the Liberal Democrats. Five different political parties are all represented on the committee. 

Hon Peter Collier: I said that! 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: You suddenly forget that it is not the Labor Party or, indeed, government, that controls 
this committee. It is an issue for — 

Hon Peter Collier: What? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: You did make it very personal and you took offence yesterday. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon Peter Collier: You read her comments! 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I beg your pardon! You have been quoting from uncorrected Hansard. 

Hon Peter Collier: Well, I’ll quote from the corrected Hansard. They are exactly the same comments. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I will read the comments. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon Peter Collier: You’re wrong. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I will read the comments. 
Hon Peter Collier: You’re 100 per cent wrong! 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I beg your pardon! 

Hon Peter Collier: I said you’re 100 per cent wrong! I’ll say it again. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! I have already asked if you would listen quietly. Minister, I know sometimes it is difficult 
when people get emotional, but try not to raise your voice, and continue on. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I will take your guidance, Madam President. I will certainly make my comments to 
you. But it is very hard at times to make my comments when somebody is shouting at me from across the chamber. 
The PRESIDENT: Just ignore interjections, and focus on addressing me. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I shall try, but it is difficult to hear myself at times when there is constant interjection. 

I was making the point that five different political parties are on that committee. The government does not control 
it and Hon Alanna Clohesy is not on it as a parliamentary secretary. She took offence at that yesterday. I would 
ask the Leader of the Opposition, if he is speaking about her in her role on the committee, to talk about her as the 
chair of the committee. That is one point. 
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There are five members of the committee and seven different parties in this chamber. Is it seven, or do we have 
eight now, with Hon Charles Smith? 

The PRESIDENT: It is seven parties and one Independent member of Parliament. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is seven parties and one Independent. That makes the estimates committee a lot 
harder. In the last Parliament there were fewer parties and I got frustrated with fewer parties. At that time, 
two members of the Labor Party were on the committee, so they were deferring to me to allow me to ask questions 
on their behalf—and I still had issues with the then chair of the committee, who I did not think was giving me fair 
representation in the hearing. That happens. It happens on that side and it happens on this side. My portfolios have 
been called consistently before the committee and, guess what, I have no issue with that, because it is important 
that we are all held to account. But, certainly, there are more members on the committee and more parties on that 
committee than ever before. The other thing that I think is different from the past is that committee members, by 
virtue of being on the committee, get an allocation. That decision was made by the committee. Those members 
get an allocation of time and they all take that allocation of time in those hearings. Again, it is frustrating for the 
rest of us, who are not on the committee, but that is the decision that the committee has made. This is an issue for 
the committee. 

I have to say clearly that I have no issue with Hon Peter Collier standing, as he did yesterday, to make his point, 
and he made his point well and told us of his frustration. But this is an issue for the committee. It is not an issue 
of government. I think, if Hon Peter Collier talks about Hon Alanna Clohesy again, he should refer to her as the 
chair of the committee. 
Hon Peter Collier interjected. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Please do. You took offence and she took offence. She is on there as the chair — 
Hon Michael Mischin: Well. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Absolutely she is. 
Hon Peter Collier: You are pathetic. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Do not be so petty at times. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Do not be so petty at times. 
Hon Peter Collier: You really are. 
The PRESIDENT: We were all doing so well until then. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Do not be so petty at times. She is on there as the chair of the committee because this 
chamber put her on there as the chair of the committee, not because the government put her on there as a parliamentary 
secretary. Do not have a short memory — 
Hon Peter Collier: You think 19 hours is adequate? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: By all means raise that. 
Hon Peter Collier: I have raised it. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Well, keep raising it. Write to the committee and raise it. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Why are you defending it if it has nothing to do with the government? 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon Peter Collier: Good point! 
The PRESIDENT: Excuse me! I called order a couple of times. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Sorry. I didn’t hear. 
The PRESIDENT: Obviously! Minister. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Thank you. I will take that interjection. I am defending it because — 
The PRESIDENT: Actually, minister, I would rather if you did not, and continued with your remarks and directed 
your comments to me. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Sure, Madam President. 
The PRESIDENT: We all know that interjections are unruly, do we not? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The reason I am standing is that Hon Alanna Clohesy is not here. I have given 
a commitment to bring it to her attention, but Hon Peter Collier may well wish to write to the committee—the 
committee of five people—and raise his concerns. At the end of the day, that is the committee that this house voted 
for. We can all express our frustrations, but that is the committee that this house voted for. That is it, plain and simple. 
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