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WESTERN AUSTRALIAN FUTURE FUND AMENDMENT 
(FUTURE HEALTH RESEARCH AND INNOVATION FUND) BILL 2019 

Committee 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Dr Steve Thomas) in the chair; 
Hon Alanna Clohesy, (Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 9: Part 2 inserted — 

Committee was interrupted after the amendment moved by Hon Alison Xamon had been partly considered. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Hon Martin Aldridge asked a question about conflict of interest and the implications 
for the CEO. The answer is no; the conflict of interest requirements of the CEO will fall under the Public Sector 
Management Act. Proposed section 4H(4) will apply only to the advisory group members appointed under proposed 
section 4F(3)(c) to (f). 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: As I outlined before the interruption to take questions without notice, the opposition 
supports the amendments moved by Hon Alison Xamon at 1/9 and 2/9. I note that in the debate in the other place 
on 13 November 2019, the shadow Minister for Health said — 

… I encourage the minister and the government to ensure that as much disclosure as possible be made 
available to the people of Western Australia about the advisory group and any pecuniary interests or 
conflicts of interest its members might have, so we are not in a situation in which this minister or future 
ministers, regardless of their party, are obliged to defend a decision made by the research advisory group, 
only to later find that there was a conflict of interest. That is not something that I think the government 
should have to respond to. The best way to avert that is to ensure maximum accountability and transparency 
of advisory group members and the decisions they arrive at. That is reflected in the conduct and governance 
arrangements of the National Health and Medical Research Council, Infrastructure Western Australia and 
Infrastructure Australia. If the opposition were in office, we would certainly be looking to ensure that 
maximum level of transparency and accountability going forward. 

It seems to me that these amendments moved by the honourable member are consistent with the position outlined 
by the shadow Minister for Health on Wednesday, 13 November 2019. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The government supports these amendments because they enshrine a rigorous 
conflict of interest process that was already intended by the government. 

Amendment put and passed. 
Hon ALISON XAMON: I move the amendment standing in my name at 2/9. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Hon Alison Xamon has moved the amendment standing in her name at 2/9 in issue 7 of 
supplementary notice paper 144, to insert at page 14, after line 15, proposed section 4H, “Conflicts of interest”. 
Do members need me to read out the entire amendment or are they comfortable that they understand it? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Can we get clarification once and for all as to what the process is? The only reason that 
I have asked in the past for it to all be read out is that it is imperative that it is recorded in Hansard. If there is some 
other mechanism by which that is automatically done, I have no problem with it not being read out. Unless we 
have advice that that is definitely done on each and every instance, I would ask for it to be read out. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: I am advised, honourable member, that the motion in full will go into the minutes but it 
will go into Hansard only if I read it out. It is not a requirement that it be read out, but I generally do so because 
other members, not necessarily Hon Nick Goiran, do not always take notice of the amendments that I am trying to 
put before the house. I generally read out all the amendments, but this one is particularly long. I am happy to read 
it in if the member would prefer it to be read in. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I indicate for the record that, on this occasion and for all future occasions, I do require the 
amendment to be read out and the reason is that, by way of brief explanation, when the courts look at the debates 
and try to interpret what the chamber meant at the time, I do not have confidence that they will go to the minutes 
of proceedings. They will go only to Hansard. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: I will continue to do as I normally do, which is generally read out every amendment, but 
with a particularly long amendment, I generally give members of Parliament the choice. In this case, it has been 
expressed by two members at least that they would like it to be read out, so I will read it out. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: In the same manner that we can get answers and tables and such like incorporated 
into Hansard, is there a way of using a facility like that in order to save time if a member requests it be done? 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 20 May 2020] 

 p2919c-2929a 
Hon Alanna Clohesy; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Alison Xamon; Hon Michael Mischin; Hon Martin Aldridge; 

Deputy Chair; President 

 [2] 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: I think in this case I am simply going to rule that I will read it into Hansard and leave it 
to the President to change that ruling over time. I give an indication that I will use that rule consistently when I am 
in this chair. The amendment reads — 

Page 14, after line 15 — To insert — 

4H.  Conflicts of interest 
(1) For each member of the advisory group under section 4F(3)(c) to (f), the conditions referred 

to in section 4G(1)(d) must include a condition that does the following — 
(a) requires the member to disclose any actual, or potential, material conflict of interest 

that the member has arising out of the advisory group’s function; 
(b) specifies when, how and to whom the disclosure must be made; 
(c) specifies any other steps that the member must take in relation to the conflict of 

interest. 
(2) The Minister for Health must ensure that a condition of the kind described in subsection (1) 

applies to any alternate member appointed under section 4G(6). 

(3) In cases where the Minister for Health considers it appropriate for a condition to apply, the 
Minister for Health must ensure that a condition similar to that described in subsection (1) 
applies to any person, other than a public service officer, who has a role of providing assistance 
to the advisory group. 

(4) The CEO must do the following — 
(a) keep a record of — 

(i) each disclosure that is made by a member of the advisory group, or 
another person, under a condition that applies to the member or person as 
required under subsection (1), (2) or (3); and 

(ii) any other steps that are taken in relation to any actual, or potential, conflict 
of interest that is disclosed; 

(b) make a summary of the record available, on request, for inspection. 
(5) The regulations may prescribe how a summary of the record is to be made available under 

subsection (4)(b). 
Amendment put and passed. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I want to ask a couple of questions on clause 9 before we move on. Regarding 
proposed section 4D(1), could the parliamentary secretary advise what circumstances are envisaged in this case? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: This proposed subsection provides that money standing to the credit of the future 
health research and innovation fund account can be transferred back to the FHRI fund—that is its purpose—if 
agreed in writing and jointly by the Treasurer and the Minister for Health. The ability to transfer back to the FHRI 
fund provides a mechanism to cover situations in which there might be a surplus of uncommitted funds in the 
FHRI account in any given year. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I refer to proposed section 4F(1), which allows the minister to name the advisory 
group. I notice that in some other documents, such as the government’s framework that is being tabled, it is referred 
to as the advisory council and the parliamentary secretary has used that terminology. Is that the name the minister 
has chosen for the advisory group, and it will be known as the advisory council, or is that still under consideration 
by the minister? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I am advised that it is still under consideration by the minister. Whether it is an 
advisory group, an advisory council or another name that reflects its role in more detail, that is what is under 
consideration by the minister. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I will ask a couple of questions on the membership of the advisory group, which is 
the terminology used currently. I refer to proposed sections 4F(3)(a) and (b) that refer to the two public service officers 
I asked a question about earlier regarding the application of the conflict of interest provisions. Paragraph (a) refers 
to “the CEO, or a nominee of the CEO;” and the CEO is defined in the bill as “the chief executive officer of the 
FHRI Account Department”. Proposed paragraph (b) refers to — 
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the chief executive officer of the department that the Minister for Health considers is, apart from the 
FHRI Account Department, the department most closely involved with qualifying activities, or a nominee 
of that chief executive officer; 

My interpretation of these two provisions is that they would be two Department of Health public servants. The 
CEO referred to in subsection (3)(a) would be the director general of health and the person in subsection (3)(b) 
would be his or her nominee, or am I misreading that provision?  
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Yes; they will tend to be a public servant. Is that what the member asked? 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: No. I recognise they would both be public servants and that is why they are excluded 
from the conflict-of-interest provision. My question is: who are the persons mentioned in proposed section 4F(3)(a) 
and (b)? Subsection (3)(a) is defined—that will be the CEO. That will most likely be the director general of the 
Department of Health. Proposed section 4F(3)(b) states — 

the chief executive officer of the department that the Minister for Health considers is, apart from the FHRI 
Account Department, the department most closely involved with qualifying activities, or a nominee of 
that chief executive officer; 

Subsections (3)(a) and (b) are one and the same, are they not? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It is the CEO of the department that the minister considers is most closely involved 
with qualifying activities. An example could be the director general of the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science 
and Innovation. 
Hon Martin Aldridge interjected. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: That is what I have been advised. The point is the qualifying activities, like the 
nominee of the CEO; it would be someone with skills related to that. Another example would be the Chief Scientist. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I would love more time to explore this. I am not sure that the Chief Scientist would 
qualify as the chief executive officer of the department. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy interjected. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Sorry, you have to wait until the member sits down. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: It is a nominee—it is not the CEO; it is “and”. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Okay. I would have thought the department that the Minister for Health considers 
most closely involved with qualifying activities, apart from the future health research and innovation account 
department, which I assume will be the Department of Health, will be the FHRI account department. I do not think 
there is a natural answer to that question because the Department of Health is the natural department most closely 
associated with qualifying activities, which is medical research and innovation–related. I think we draw a long 
bow when we start to go to JTSI and others. When I read this provision, I thought paragraphs (a) and (b) were 
both the director general of Health. Only the director general of Health can satisfy paragraph (a), and the director 
general of Health will probably have to nominate somebody under paragraph (b). But then it says “apart from the 
FHRI account department”. I guess that will be a decision of the minister, in time, to choose which department is 
most closely involved—apart from the health department—with qualifying activities. I do not think there is 
a natural fit. 

Hon Nick Goiran: It could be Regional Development. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I am not even sure of that, Hon Nick Goiran. 

I have a couple more questions on this clause and then I am done. I will group a couple of these together to try to save 
time. Will the positions for the advisory group be advertised? Has the Public Sector Commissioner recommended 
remuneration for the positions? Has the minister received advice or recommendations on appointments to the 
advisory group? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Appointments to the advisory group will follow the usual pattern of appointments 
to boards. For example, a mechanism is available through the government portal OnBoardWA. People will provide 
their details for the sorts of boards that they are interested in. The Department of Health might also consult with 
representative organisations in order to identify people with relevant skills and experience. All appointments are 
to be made by the minister but must be brought to cabinet. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The other elements of my question were: Has the minister received advice from the 
Public Sector Commissioner on remuneration of the advisory group members? Has the minister considered advice, 
despite the bill not passing, with respect to the membership of the advisory group? 
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Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The answers are not yet and not yet. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: My last question relates to proposed section 4F(3)(f). I made a bit of a flippant remark 
at clause 1 saying we are going to form this advisory group of no known size—it will be unlimited in size. I think 
the parliamentary secretary said, “No; it is known—just look at 4F(3).” It states at proposed subsection (3)(f) “at least 
three other individuals”. My reading of that is that the Minister for Health can appoint as many individuals as he 
likes, as long as there are at least three. Am I misreading that provision; and, if I am not, why does the minister 
need an unlimited capacity to appoint as many members as he likes to the advisory group? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The governance framework sets out that the recommended number is eight, but of 
course the minister might need flexibility in order to draw on specialised expertise. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I am going to keep to my promise and not ask a question, but make a comment on 
this matter. If we had more time, I would like to have prosecuted this matter further. It concerns me that the minister, 
under proposed subsection (3)(f), has an unfettered power to appoint as many individuals as he likes, particularly 
given proposed subsection (6), which will allow nominees under proposed subsection (3)(c) to (f) to be public service 
officers. We are talking about the formation of a new independent advisory group. The minister will essentially be 
within power to stack this independent advisory group with public service officers. That concerns me. Proposed 
subsection (3)(f) could have been limited to three individuals; not “at least three other individuals”. Having made 
that comment, I am not going to prosecute that issue further today. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: During earlier debate, including the clause 1 debate, but quite probably also during the 
second reading debate, I expressed some concerns about the independence of the advisory group. I also indicated 
that I was keen to ensure that the minister is obligated to have due regard to the advisory group’s recommendations 
and that the minister give an account to Parliament for any recommendations not agreed to. Since that time, 
this clause 9 debate has been profitable because, thanks to particularly the work of Hon Martin Aldridge, we 
now have a mechanism by which the minister will have to give an account to Parliament with regard to any 
recommendations provided to him or her from the advisory group. It will also be necessary for the minister to 
consider the advisory group’s recommendations. My personal preference would be the minister should have due 
regard to those recommendations, but nevertheless the amendments that were moved to clause 9 substantially 
improved the bill and largely alleviated my earlier concerns. However, parliamentary secretary, I am not sure that we 
have yet landed on a satisfactory position about the independence of the advisory group. I take the parliamentary 
secretary to page 12, line 22, where there is an indication that members of the advisory group may be eligible 
for reappointment. Can the parliamentary secretary advise the house why it is deemed necessary to allow that 
to occur?  

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): While the parliamentary secretary is getting some advice on 
that, I will give the chamber some information about reading in the proposed amendments. I am advised that 
Hansard always includes the amendment in full, regardless of whether it is read out in the chamber by the mover 
of the motion or the Chair. If the member simply says, “I move the amendment standing in my name”, Hansard puts 
the words of the amendment in the member’s mouth so that the transcript of the debate includes the amendments 
as though they had been read out. The only issue that would arise from the Chair or members not reading out the 
proposed amendments is that members or those observing the proceedings would not necessarily be aware of the 
particular amendment being considered by the chamber. Members do not always follow the debate as closely as 
they should. That is why my practice as Deputy Chair is generally to read the proposed amendment in full, but it 
will go into Hansard in full, irrespective of whether or not I do so. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Any reappointments, of course, will be determined by the minister based on the 
performance of the member and the needs of the advisory group at that time. The tenure is limited to 10 years. That 
is contained in the governance framework and in the Premier’s circular. It is good governance, as the member would 
be well aware, to provide a time limit on the tenure of appointments to public bodies. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: My concern with a reappointment provision is that its mere existence immediately qualifies 
the independence of the members. By way of explanation, I recall when I was serving on the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Commissioner for Children and Young People that the committee was looking into this issue 
because the reappointment process can lend itself to people seeking reappointment in a way that they feel somehow 
coerced by the person making the appointment. In other words, members of the advisory group coming towards the 
conclusion of their five-year term might not feel at liberty to give free and frank advice in their recommendations 
for fear of not being reappointed. This issue, of course, is not confined to this legislation; it appears in other statutes. 
However, I question how independent the members of the advisory group will be in their first five-year term. In 
the second five-year term they will probably be very independent because, as the parliamentary secretary pointed 
out, they are not entitled to a third term; they are entitled to a maximum of 10 years, and so they will be at liberty 
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to make whatever recommendations they want. I see it as a weakness in the regime that the advisory group is not 
truly independent of government. 

Nevertheless, clause 9 clearly has been improved and I give credit to Hon Martin Aldridge for his tenacity in 
ensuring that clause 9 has been substantially improved, particularly by the need for the advisory group to provide 
recommendations to the minister, who will be required under law to consider those recommendations and, irrespective 
of the minister’s view of those recommendations, we in Parliament and the people of Western Australia will be able 
to see what those recommendations are. With those comments, I indicate that we support the passage of clause 9, 
as amended. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 10 to 13 put and passed. 

Clause 14: Sections 8 and 9 replaced — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I refer to proposed section 8(c). Can the minister give an example of the types of moneys 
that will be available to the future health research and innovation fund? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: An example under proposed section 8(c) might include donations from philanthropists, 
private sector contributions for partnerships or appropriations from government. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is a substantially similar answer to the one the parliamentary secretary provided when 
I asked a similar question about proposed section 4B(2)(b) in clause 9. In each circumstance, one refers to the account 
and the other refers to the fund. There is an indication that moneys can be credited to either the account or the 
fund, being any other money lawfully made available to the account and the fund. Why is it necessary for the 
government to have the power to credit both the fund and the account with this supplementary provision? I take it 
that it is not the ordinary intended course for money to be credited in this fashion but, rather, it is intended to be 
a catch-all provision for the types of things that the parliamentary secretary mentioned, whether they are donations 
or the like. I can understand why it would be desirable for the government in one instance but it is not clear to me 
why it is needed in both instances. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The fund cannot be touched, so we need to have the same provisions because, for 
example, a philanthropist might want to make a donation to the fund, not the account, because the account is for 
research only. That fund, of course, cannot be touched. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I note the amendment on the supplementary notice paper to clause 14 to insert new 
section 9B. Before Hon Martin Aldridge moves that amendment, I have a question on proposed section 9A about 
annual reporting. Who will be required to provide that report? Will it be the Department of Health or the 
Department of Treasury? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Because it is the fund and not the account, it will be Treasury. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Will that be a standalone annual report that is prepared by the Department of Treasury 
dealing with the fund and is not subsumed in any other annual report, and will that annual report be subject to 
scrutiny by the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations in the event that that committee wants 
to call that agency in for analysis of its annual report?  

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I am advised that it will be part of Treasury’s annual report. Treasury falls under the 
Financial Management Act. I could not comment, on behalf of the committee, on whether it would call Treasury 
as an agency. However, I am aware that Treasury has been called in the past. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Mr Deputy Chair, you drew members’ attention to issue 7 of supplementary notice 
paper 144. There is a revised amendment standing in my name to clause 14. Members will remember that at clause 7 
there was some debate about the provision I was seeking to insert to deal with occasions—some might say regular 
occasions—on which budgets are delivered after 1 July of a financial year. As I have previously said to the 
chamber, in the first two years of operation of the future health research and innovation fund and account, once 
this Western Australian Future Fund Amendment (Future Health Research and Innovation Fund) Bill passes both 
houses, we are likely to see that occur. This year, we know that the budget will be delivered by the Treasurer to 
the Legislative Assembly on 8 October. Next year is an election year. In every election year, since fixed-term 
elections were introduced, the budget has been delivered late to the Legislative Assembly. We can therefore 
guarantee that at least 25 per cent of the time or, indeed, 50 per cent of the time for the next four years, late budgets 
will be delivered, which will therefore have an impact on the flow of funds from the FHRI fund to the FHRI account. 
Earlier in the debate, an amendment was moved by me at clause 7. That was the amendment standing in my name 
as 11/7 in issue 6 of supplementary notice paper 144, which was amended by the parliamentary secretary to reflect 
proposed section 9B, rather than a subsection of replaced section 9 in clause 14. The parliamentary secretary 
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indicated that that was the government’s preference on the advice it received at the table that it should stand alone 
as a provision. I had no objection to that. Obviously, we now need to insert proposed section 9B into clause 14 to 
reflect the earlier amendment. 

The 24 hours that have passed since then have allowed me to take advice from parliamentary counsel and to meet 
with the government to discuss this issue. When we last canvassed this issue, the parliamentary secretary was seeking 
a “within 30 days of the financial year” requirement. I was open to discussing that. My preference was then, as it 
is now, that the government be required to table a forecast prior to the financial year commencing. The importance 
of this amendment is that it will ensure continuity of cash from the FHRI fund to the FHRI account, notwithstanding 
the delivery of a late budget. If that is the significance of this amendment, I think the 30 June–1 July hard deadline 
is important. There are also other problems with the provision. I am glad we did not amend it on the run. There 
were some problems with the requirement to table within 30 days of the financial year, as that would put it up until 
30 July. Of course, it is not normal for either house of the Parliament to sit throughout July because that is our 
traditional winter recess, so we needed to add an out-of-session tabling provision. 

Before I move this amendment, I want to foreshadow that I have encompassed within this amendment my original 
intent at proposed section 9B(1), which reads — 

If the budget papers for a financial year will not be tabled in the Legislative Assembly before the 
commencement of the financial year, the Treasurer must, before the commencement of the financial year, 
cause a statement setting out an estimate of the income that will be derived during the financial year from 
the investment of money standing to the credit of the FHRI Fund, to be laid before each House of Parliament. 

There are some minor modifications to require both houses of Parliament to receive the tabling of that statement, 
but I am still insisting on that statement prior to the commencement of a financial year. Obviously, proposed 
subsections (2), (3) and (4) are the out-of-session tabling provisions. As we prepare for all circumstances in the 
lead-up to 30 June, this will allow for the Treasurer to table that statement whether the house is sitting or not in 
June or, indeed, May or April. If there is some extraordinary turn of events and the houses do not sit in June—as 
we know, we normally do sit in June—there would be the opportunity for the Treasurer to table during session. 
However, obviously, right up until the last day, being 30 June, the Treasurer would be able to table the statement 
or cause that statement to be tabled before both houses. I think the rest of the provision is self-explanatory. I think 
it is important. I hope it will assist whoever is in government at least once every four years, but at least twice in 
the next four years, when we deal with late budgets. It is also in the interests of making sure that the medical 
research community and people working on medical research innovation can continue to rely upon the funds that 
will flow from the FHRI account to their projects. I move — 

Page 17, after line 26 — To insert — 

9B.  Estimate of income to be laid before each House of Parliament in certain circumstances 

(1) If the budget papers for a financial year will not be tabled in the Legislative Assembly before 
the commencement of the financial year, the Treasurer must, before the commencement of 
the financial year, cause a statement setting out an estimate of the income that will be 
derived during the financial year from the investment of money standing to the credit of the 
FHRI Fund, to be laid before each House of Parliament. 

(2) If subsection (1) requires the Treasurer to cause a document to be laid before a House of 
Parliament and the House is not sitting, the Treasurer may give the document to the Clerk of 
the House. 

(3) A document given to the Clerk of a House under subsection (2) is taken to have been laid 
before the House. 

(4) The laying of a document before a House that is taken to have occurred under subsection (3) 
must be recorded in the Minutes, or Votes and Proceedings, of the House on the first sitting 
day of the House after the Clerk receives the document. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The government thanks the honourable member for consideration and discussion of 
the development of this amendment behind the Chair. The government does not oppose the amendment. We recognise 
that it is an unusual process. As it stands, it does not allow for flexibility. One of the reasons the government wanted 
some flexibility was that what might be laid before the house under this proposed section might not give an accurate 
forecast, given that it is an estimate before the budget. That is one of the reasons that we were concerned, but as 
I said, the government does not oppose the amendment and thanks the honourable member for his time. 

Amendment put and passed. 
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Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clause 15 put and passed. 

Clause 16: Section 10 amended — 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Was consideration given to amending the manner and form clause to extend its operation 
until 2062? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: No. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I am very surprised to hear that because I was present in the chamber on 15 November 2012 
when the then Labor opposition and its chief spokesperson at the time, Hon Ken Travers, spoke at length about 
this matter, how it should be 2062, and how nobody should possibly be able to touch these funds until 2062. I am 
very surprised to hear from the parliamentary secretary that not even consideration was given to this matter. The 
government treated Hon Ken Travers’ contribution from 15 November 2012 with such disdain that it was not even 
worthy of consideration. I am very surprised to hear that, and I encourage members to re-familiarise themselves 
with the arguments put forward at length by Hon Ken Travers. 

If I am not mistaken, Hon Simon O’Brien was then the minister with carriage of that bill in November 2012. He 
had to sit through the explanations provided by Hon Ken Travers as to why, according to WA Labor—at least, 
when it was in opposition—this money should not, under any circumstances, be touched until 2062. Now, of course, 
we have a government that is very keen to touch the money and cost-shift it so that it can provide funding for research 
and innovation, including research and innovation that the government would ordinarily fund in any event. Things 
have changed very significantly, with no explanation provided whatsoever. 

It is stated in the explanatory memorandum that after 30 June 2032, the manner and form requirements will no 
longer apply. What action can be taken from 1 July 2032 that cannot currently be taken? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: After 30 June 2032, the manner and form provision will not apply to those sections, 
which of course means that an absolute majority will not be required to amend the legislation. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I understand that, but what action can be taken from that date that cannot currently be done? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: After 2032, those sections can be amended without the requirement of an absolute 
majority. 

Clause put and passed. 
New clause 16A — 
Hon ALISON XAMON: I move — 

Page 18, after line 24 — To insert — 
16A. Section 10A inserted 

After section 10 insert: 
10A. Governance framework 

(1) In this section — 
FHRI scheme means the scheme of this Act for supporting, and facilitating support 
for, qualifying activities through — 

(a) the operation of the FHRI Account and the FHRI Fund; and 
(b) the exercise and performance of related functions by the Minister for Health, 

the Treasurer, the advisory group and others; 
governance framework means the framework referred to in subsection (2); 
priorities means the priorities referred to in subsection (3)(b); 
strategic arrangement means an arrangement that is made or approved under 
section 4C(1) and that the Minister for Health considers to be of strategic importance 
to the operation of the FHRI scheme; 
strategic document means a document, other than the strategy or priorities, that is 
prepared under the governance framework and that the Minister for Health considers 
to be of strategic importance to the operation of the FHRI scheme; 
strategy means the strategy referred to in subsection (3)(a). 
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(2) The Minister for Health must prepare and maintain a framework for the governance 
of the FHRI scheme. 

(3) The governance framework must (without limitation) do the following — 
(a) provide for the preparation and maintaining of a strategy for the operation 

of the FHRI scheme; 
(b) provide for the setting of priorities for the operation of the FHRI scheme; 
(c) include a framework for the making and approving of arrangements under 

section 4C(1) and the administration of arrangements made or approved. 
(4) The Minister for Health must cause the following to be laid before each House of 

Parliament — 
(a) a copy of each of the following — 

(i) the governance framework; 
(ii) the strategy; 
(iii) the priorities; 
(iv) if a document listed in subparagraphs (i) to (iii) is modified or 

replaced — the modified or new document; 
(b) a copy of each strategic document and, if a strategic document is 

modified, a copy of the modified document; 
(c) details of each strategic arrangement and, if a strategic arrangement is 

modified, details of the modified arrangement. 
(5) The CEO must ensure that the current version of each of the following is publicly 

available on a website maintained by, or on behalf of, the FHRI Account 
Department — 

(a) the governance framework; 
(b) the strategy; 
(c) the priorities; 
(d) each strategic document; 
(e) the details of each strategic arrangement. 

I indicate that this new clause is designed to try to incorporate a governance framework. I note that there is 
a duelling amendment on the supplementary notice paper but my understanding from discussions behind the Chair 
is that the government has agreed to support my amendment instead. I am pleased about that, because my 
amendment is clearly the superior one. The government’s amendment, as proposed, did not contain the specific 
matters that I have set out, particularly in proposed section 10A(3) of my version. The version that the government 
put forward would have completely undermined my amendment, leaving the Department of Health with nearly all 
the excessive flexibility that it already has under this bill but virtually no transparency, and that is exactly what 
I am trying to address with this amendment. 
Of course, if we are taking dollars from the Western Australian Future Fund, we need to ensure that the decisions 
are transparent to Parliament and the public. Referring to the Langoulant report, that is how the public holds 
government to account. It is also important that the frameworks are tabled because otherwise Parliament will not 
be alerted to any modifications. I thank the government for its indication of support for the inclusion of the 
framework, particularly as I have drafted it. I hope it goes some way towards achieving greater transparency.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The opposition’s view is that of the two competing amendments—the one currently before 
the chamber that has been moved by Hon Alison Xamon and the one foreshadowed by the parliamentary secretary—
the one that is currently before the chamber is superior. Essentially, the difference centres around the respect we have 
for Parliament. The parliamentary secretary’s foreshadowed amendment seems to show no respect for Parliament 
whatsoever, because it seeks to carve out all the provisions that have been carefully set out by the honourable member. 
In particular, members will note that proposed section 10A(4) determines that the Minister for Health “must” lay 
certain documents on the table of both houses of Parliament. That is absent in the foreshadowed amendment of the 
parliamentary secretary, for no obvious reason other than lack of transparency. I am surprised to see that because 
I recall that prior to the last election, this administration promised to adhere to a gold standard of transparency. Why 
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would the parliamentary secretary to the Minister for Health in the McGowan Labor government want to carve out 
a transparency mechanism put forward by Hon Alison Xamon? I find that odd. The opposition does not support that. 
We continue to call on the McGowan government to adhere to the standard it set; it promised the people of 
Western Australia prior to the last election, in March 2017, that it would adhere to that standard. Yet again, this is 
an example of it doing precisely the opposite. It would have been very easy for the government to simply agree to 
Hon Alison Xamon’s amendment; but, instead, no, in an obstinate fashion, it put forward an alternative proposal. 
It seems to be very obvious, upon reading the supplementary notice paper, that the government has done this after 
considering Hon Alison Xamon’s amendment. Hon Alison Xamon’s amendment is the third amendment lodged 
on the supplementary notice paper. The Minister for Health is determined to shield his government from true 
transparency—he hates transparency and accountability. Time and again he is asked to provide documents and 
refuses to do so. I recall that at the start of the fortieth Parliament I had to remind him of his obligations under 
section 82 of the Financial Management Act. We now are left in the unenviable position of having to choose 
whether to support the amendment of Hon Alison Xamon or of the government—the government that has massive 
resources to prepare these types of amendments. 
Therefore, on behalf of the opposition, I indicate that we will be providing our support to the amendment currently 
before the house. We encourage all members to do so. We call on the government to withdraw its amendment, 
which is entirely unnecessary and inconsistent with the standard that it promised the people of Western Australia 
prior to the last election. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Never let the facts get in the way of a good narrative, that is what I always say. The 
government, of course, will support the amendment moved by Hon Alison Xamon. It enshrines a rigorous process 
that was developed by the government in the form of the governance framework. The governance framework was, 
of course, consulted on widely. That is why the government will be supporting the amendment. The government 
does not intend to move the amendment at 10/NC16 on the supplementary notice paper out of preference for 
Hon Alison Xamon’s amendment. 
However, it is important to say that proposed section 10A(4)(iv) states that “if a document listed in subparagraphs (i) 
to (iii) is modified or replaced” it causes those documents to be tabled. We would not expect to table amendments 
in which there are only minor typographical or formatting-type changes. But, of course, we support the intent of 
the amendment. With that, I indicate that the government supports the amendment. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I am not at all in concurrence with the parliamentary secretary. What we are proposing to 
pass here is a requirement that the Minister for Health “must”—it is a mandatory requirement—cause a document 
listed in those subparagraphs, if modified and replaced, to be tabled in both houses of the Parliament. It is not an 
option for the government to say, “We think it’s typographical. We don’t think that it is substantial enough”. If the 
government modifies or replaces the document, it needs to be tabled. They are the clear words of the amendment 
and that will be the expectation of the chamber. 

New clause put and passed. 
Clause 17 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
Bill reported, with amendments. 

Report 
HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [6.09 pm]: I seek leave to 
consider and adopt the report at this day’s sitting. 

Point of Order 
HON NICK GOIRAN: When this matter was before the Committee of the Whole House yesterday, I raised 
a point of order about an amendment proposed by the parliamentary secretary. In fact, the parliamentary secretary 
at the time was in the process of moving the amendment when I interrupted her moving it by way of a point of 
order. My point of order was upheld because the parliamentary secretary was trying to move an amendment on a part 
of clause 9 of the bill that had already been passed. It was indicated that we would need to recommit the bill. I raise 
as a point of order why this is not being done now when we were provided and circulated with an amendment by 
the parliamentary secretary. 
The PRESIDENT: I am advised that the proposed amendment was not proceeded with and was not put on the 
supplementary notice paper, so it essentially fell away. I understand that the point of order yesterday was not upheld. 
Hon Nick Goiran: It was. 
The PRESIDENT: It was, sorry. My understanding is that it was ruled out of order. 
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Debate Resumed 
By leave, report adopted. 

As to Third Reading — Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 
HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [6.11 pm] — without notice: 
I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended so as to enable the bill to be read a third time forthwith. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [6.11 pm]: The parliamentary secretary has moved, without notice, 
to suspend standing orders. I indicate that the opposition knows nothing about this request to suspend standing orders. 
I note that the government had, at one point, suggested that the Western Australian Future Fund Amendment 
(Future Health Research and Innovation Fund) Bill 2019 was an urgent COVID-19 bill. That was not agreed to by 
the leaders of the respective parties. It is not apparent to me whatsoever why this suspension is necessary and why 
the third reading cannot take place tomorrow. As I have just demonstrated, members were under the apprehension 
that the parliamentary secretary wanted us to recommit the bill for further consideration. We found out only a few 
moments ago that that is not the case. It is not apparent to me that this suspension is necessary, but if the government 
insists—as has been its wont in recent times—on ramming these things through without the proper process, the 
opposition will not stand in its way. 
The PRESIDENT: I have not been party to the Committee of the Whole discussions, but I understand that there 
has been some movement and changes around what may have been proposed. I do not think the change to the title 
of the Western Australian Future Fund Amendment (Future Health Research and Innovation Fund) Bill 2019 was 
even made that was initially proposed. Given the time it has taken to get this bill through, I would imagine that at 
this point the government seeks to suspend standing orders simply to process the bill through the third reading 
stage and return it to the other house. I do not know whether the parliamentary secretary wants to provide further 
explanation. I assume that there have been some discussions behind the Chair with other parties. 
HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [6.13 pm]: That is a correct 
assumption. In discussions behind the Chair, all parties indicated that they would work towards the passage of the 
Western Australian Future Fund Amendment (Future Health Research and Innovation Fund) Bill 2019 today; 
therefore, that requires that standing orders be suspended to consider the bill. 
HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [6.14 pm]: I have not 
been privy to those discussions about the Western Australian Future Fund Amendment (Future Health Research 
and Innovation Fund) Bill 2019, and regrettably Hon Peter Collier is absent on urgent parliamentary business. 
However, I am assured by the Leader of the House that that was the arrangement and I indicate that the opposition 
does not oppose that. 
The PRESIDENT: The parliamentary secretary has moved that standing orders be suspended so that the third 
reading of this bill can be dealt with. The question is that standing orders be suspended, and for that to happen, an 
absolute majority is required. Having cast my eye around the chamber, an absolute majority is present and there 
was no dissentient voice. 
Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Third Reading 
HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [6.15 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
The PRESIDENT: Before I put that question, the third reading of this bill requires an absolute majority pursuant 
to section 10 of the Western Australian Future Fund Act 2012. If there is a dissentient voice when I put the question 
on the third reading, I will divide the house. 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [6.15 pm]: Noting the time, I will give the briefest of third reading 
contributions. I rise to indicate that consistent with my second reading contribution, the Nationals WA will not be 
supporting the third reading of the Western Australian Future Fund Amendment (Future Health Research and 
Innovation Fund) Bill 2019 for the reasons that I outlined earlier. 
Although substantial amendments have been made, and I thank the members of the chamber who supported those 
amendments throughout the course of Committee of the Whole, a number of matters do not allow us to support 
the bill in its current form, not the least being that we confirmed during Committee of the Whole the government’s 
intent to cost shift $20 million a year from ordinary consolidated account funding to the future health research and 
innovation account, thereby reducing the budget of the Department of Health to the tune of $20 million. That has 
been made blatantly clear during the course of the Committee of the Whole. 
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Further to that, we do not support the removal of the Minister for Regional Development and the role that that minister 
plays in having responsibility for the Western Australian Future Fund, particularly noting that 80 to 90 per cent of 
the money sitting in the future fund was from royalties for regions. 
Lastly, we cannot support the bill in its current form because we believe the intent of the bill should be retained; 
that is, it should not be accessible until after 2032. I made those reasons clear throughout the second reading debate 
and the Committee of the Whole stage of the bill. The Nationals WA will oppose the third reading of the bill. 
Question put. 
The PRESIDENT: Members, there being a dissentient voice, I am going to call for a division. 

Division 
Division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (24) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Sue Ellery Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Robin Scott 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Diane Evers Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Tjorn Sibma 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Michael Mischin Hon Dr Sally Talbot 
Hon Tim Clifford Hon Adele Farina Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Nick Goiran Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Laurie Graham Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 

 

Noes (8) 

Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Colin Holt Hon Charles Smith Hon Colin Tincknell 
Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Rick Mazza Hon Aaron Stonehouse Hon Martin Aldridge (Teller) 

Question thus passed with an absolute majority. 
Bill read a third time and returned to the Assembly with amendments. 
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