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

Committee 
Resumed from 19 March. The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Robin Chapple) in the chair; Hon Alanna Clohesy 
(Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Before we recommence discussion at clause 1, I would like to remind members of 
a few matters contained in the debate around clause 1 and foreshadow an amendment that members will probably 
want to discuss a component of in clause 1. I remind members that once the future health research and innovation 
fund is established, the investment income from this fund will cover new rounds of existing research and innovation 
programs currently administered by the Department of Health’s research development unit. Substantial funding 
for further research and innovation will also be provided. I explained that in the second reading speech and a couple 
of times in the clause 1 debate. When the bill was last discussed, there was significant interest in the existing funding 
for research provided by the Department of Health including the specific programs that are currently supported. 
I note that this bill does not allocate funding to specific programs. This bill sets up the accounts that enable future 
operations of the FHRI fund. 

The Department of Health research expenditure for 2019–20 will be nearly doubled by 2022–23 under the FHRI fund 
framework. Subject to state budget processes, the amount of expenditure allocation to research and innovation in 
2023–24 is likely to increase again, resulting in more than a doubling of the 2019–20 expenditure levels. 

The last time we debated this bill there was also discussion about the moneys from the FHRI account not replacing 
existing funding sources. That was stated in the governance framework and in my second reading speech. I clarified 
that existing funding sources referred to funders, such as the National Health and Medical Research Council, the 
Medical Research Future Fund and the Australian Research Council. Funding from the FHRI account is intended 
to provide a competitive advantage to the state’s researchers and innovators so that they can win a bigger share of 
grants awarded by these other funders. This is important as it ensures that moneys flowing from WA from these 
funders will be increased, not replaced, by moneys from the FHRI account. 

I will talk briefly about governance. The government acknowledges that much discussion has been held in this place 
around the governance of the FHRI account scheme and the status of the governance framework that has been 
tabled previously in both houses. The legislation was developed with the intent that the governance framework 
would set out the decision process for how programs were chosen; namely, the advisory group would develop the 
strategy and recommend priorities to the minister, to which the department will make further recommendations to 
the minister about the appropriate programs and initiatives for investment. We propose to support the introduction 
of a governance framework for the bill. I understand that that will be debated further. The government also intends 
to support the conflict of interest proposed section that has been prepared by Hon Alison Xamon. It will enshrine 
a process that was already intended by the government and will contribute to a strong governance structure for the 
FHRI scheme. 

Members will note that I have a new amendment on the supplementary notice paper. I would like to provide some 
explanation about that, as I am sure there will be questions that relate to it in this clause. The government proposes 
to include an amendment that commits to and prioritises the funding of research and innovation, including 
commercialisation, of human coronaviruses with pandemic potential from the FHRI account. The proposed section 
will enshrine a clear legislative pathway to ensure that funding can be allocated to COVID-19 research and 
innovation and other research and innovation associated with coronaviruses with pandemic potential. Without that 
the government would be limited by the recommendations of the advisory group and the minister could be accused 
of trying to circumvent the role of the advisory group by trying to direct that funding be allocated to a particular 
priority. This is a legislative statement of clear intent and it will ensure that the government is transparent and 
accountable. The COVID-19 pandemic has given rise to new areas of need for research and innovation. My 
amendment is crucial to ensure that funding is secured to properly address the growing need through all stages of the 
pandemic, from research and development, including development of vaccines and antivirals, to progression to 
clinical trials, to investment in innovation and commercialisation of COVID-related solutions. Because the pandemic 
had not reached the stage that it is now at when we last debated this bill, it should be noted that the pandemic has 
had a severe economic impact globally. Consequently, there has been a lack of funding from other sources, such 
as philanthropic resources, which would ordinarily supplement health-related research and innovation. As such, 
government funding is crucial to ensure that solutions to the COVID-19 pandemic can be tackled directly.  

I will go into further detail on that proposed subsection when we get to clause 9, but I trust that that is sufficient 
information to explain the need for that amendment. To sum up, the amendment recognises the unique and 
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immediate challenges of COVID-19, but it does not mean that other areas of need will not be addressed. The proposed 
subsection has been drafted in a flexible manner. The government is committed to meaningful investment in the 
WA health sector. This bill is evidence of that. 

That has been a fairly full overview of the issues that have been debated already on this clause and foreshadows 
an amendment in relation to more specific funding for COVID-19. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The parliamentary secretary told us that she has provided a full overview of the matters 
that were last before the chamber. Next week, it will be two months since this matter was last before the chamber. 
What I said nearly two months ago was that clause 1 had proved to be very useful, if for no other reason than it 
had revealed information to the Parliament that had not been available previously. The first thing that our clause 1 
debate of nearly two months ago has revealed is that the health budget, at least under this particular administration—
the McGowan government—will be cut by $13.5 million. Members may ask why that is the case. It is because this 
government has made a decision, which it is entitled to do; however, it is a decision that this government, two months 
ago, was not prepared to accept responsibility for. 
Members may recall that the second reading speech includes erroneous information from the parliamentary secretary 
and also from the minister in the other place. I remind members that on 19 November last year, the parliamentary 
secretary said in the second reading speech that the future health research and innovation fund account is not 
intended to be a substitute for existing funding sources. The examination of this bill, which we undertook nearly 
two months ago, revealed the exact opposite. It is indeed the case that the government intends to substitute for 
existing funding sources. The parliamentary secretary has come in here nearly two months later and said that she 
has provided a fulsome account of what has transpired previously. Let no member be under any illusion whatsoever 
that the most significant matter revealed almost two months ago continues to be hidden by this government. It is 
utterly embarrassed that nearly two months ago it was caught out when we discovered that this bill is cost shifting. 
It is cost shifting to the tune of $13.5 million of the health budget. It is not a one-off event; it is an ongoing mechanism 
of cost shifting. It is false for the parliamentary secretary to have told Parliament the opposite in November last 
year. It is false for the Minister for Health to have misled the other place and said the opposite. With next week being 
the two-month anniversary of when we last considered this bill, I would have thought that over the last two months 
somebody in government would have decided that it was time to deliver an apology to this house, but clearly not, 
given the parliamentary secretary’s statement. 
This particular account, which is going to shift $13.5 million, is not the only matter that was left hanging after we 
last considered this bill nearly two months ago. I remind the parliamentary secretary that on Thursday, 19 March 
this year, I said, when referring to Tuesday, 17 March — 

On Tuesday, I asked about the tender that had been awarded on 15 February 2018 for the baseline review 
for the Western Australian future health research and innovation fund and, in particular, whether the review 
had been completed, and the parliamentary secretary indicated that that was the case sometime in late 2018 
or early 2019. In response to my question on whether the findings would be tabled, she indicated that she 
would seek advice from the minister. Is she in a position to update the chamber about that? 

Remember, I asked about that matter two days after I first raised it. I asked it on 17 March and I raised it again on 
19 March because the Leader of the House decided on 19 March to bring this bill to the attention of the house. The 
exchange between the parliamentary secretary and me, according to Hansard, was — 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Currently, the status of that is commercial-in-confidence. However, we are 
seeking further information about what components of that may be able to be provided to the honourable 
member. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: If nothing is provided, will the minister be complying with section 82 of the 
Financial Management Act? 

The parliamentary secretary said, falsely — 
The minister always complies with requirements under the Financial Management Act. 

We could have a debate about that on another day. All of which is to say that I then said later — 
Is there an anticipated time frame for when a decision will be made about what information can be 
provided on this? 

We were left hanging in the last episode—nearly two months ago—with the parliamentary secretary saying — 
We are currently waiting on a response from the company involved. The minister actioned it as quickly 
as possible. That is the process that we need to adhere to. 

Here we are, nearly two months later, and the opening statement by the parliamentary secretary mentioned nothing 
whatsoever about this matter, which the parliamentary secretary indicated she would take on with the benefit of 
the Minister for Health. I have no doubt whatsoever that we will be told in a minute that that is because the Minister 
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for Health, the parliamentary secretary and everybody in the Department of Health have been busy dealing with 
COVID-19. That is what they are about to say. I have no doubt.  
On 8 May this year, the senior policy adviser from the office of the Leader of the House proceeded to write to the 
leaders of the parties in this chamber to advise them about proposed government business and how it might be 
COVID-19 related. One of the things that the Leader of the House’s office asked the leaders of this place to agree 
to is that the Western Australian Future Fund Amendment (Future Health Research and Innovation Fund) Bill 2019 
be considered a COVID-19-related urgent bill. On 8 May, which was only last Friday—not that long ago; it is 
Tuesday today—the Leader of the House and the government said that this is an urgent COVID-19 bill, which, quite 
frankly, it is not. It is obvious to any fair-minded person who assesses the amendment, which the government is 
proposing in due course, that it is not an urgent COVID-19 matter. It is entirely an amendment to dress up this bill 
as somehow being COVID-19 urgent when we all know perfectly well that it is not. I remind the government that 
at clause 2 it states that this bill will not come into operation for another 28 days after royal assent. Nevertheless, 
if the government was so serious on Friday, 8 May to say that this is urgent legislation, pleading with the leaders 
of the various parties here to agree to it being dealt with on an urgent basis, would one not think that somebody in 
government would make sure that the matters arising from the debate two months ago might be addressed? No. 
Instead we are given an explanation about a foreshadowed amendment that we are not even up to at the moment 
because we are dealing with clause 1. Not one word has been provided about the matters undertaken last time we 
debated this legislation. 

My question to the parliamentary secretary is: where does that matter sit? The parliamentary secretary said that 
she would take it away. My original question referred to a tender awarded on 15 February 2018 for the baseline 
review for the Western Australian future health research and innovation fund. I simply asked for those findings to 
be tabled. I have heard nothing today. I have heard nothing for nearly two months on this matter and I wonder 
whether that review might be tabled tonight so that we can expedite this so-called urgent COVID-19 bill that the 
Leader of the House wants us to deal with today, despite the fact that the minister is not going to do anything about 
this until 1 July in any event. Would it be possible, parliamentary secretary, for that review to be tabled now? 
Where is it up to with the discussions with the company? The parliamentary secretary indicated previously that it 
was commercial-in-confidence but that she would look to provide information that might be allowed. What is the 
situation with that matter? 

The second matter that needs to be reconciled is whether anybody in government—the parliamentary secretary or 
somebody else—is going to stand up and apologise to the chamber for the erroneous statements in the second 
reading speech. We went through this exercise ad nauseam on the last occasion nearly two months ago. It is plainly 
false to say that the FHRI account is not intended to be a substitute for existing funding sources. Hon Martin Aldridge 
and I identified that on the last occasion. We do not want to spend all that time again. I am simply asking the 
parliamentary secretary to clarify the situation on those two matters. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: What has happened over the last two months is a global pandemic that has drawn 
upon every available resource of the Department of Health and associated agencies. I do not have information back 
from the company on the baseline review and which parts can be tabled. I have not had the chance to discuss that 
with the Minister for Health, who is using every available moment to deal with COVID-19-related matters. However, 
the baseline review informs the governance framework, so when we get to that clause, I might be in a position to 
reconsider that. As to all the other matters, I will take them as matters of opinion. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It is great to be back on the Western Australian Future Fund Amendment (Future Health 
Research and Innovation Fund) Bill 2019 after a couple of months of recess. I must admit that I had to spend an 
extensive period last evening reviewing every piece of Hansard for the three days’ consideration this bill has 
already had. I also reflect that I have of late received an email from the research community, interestingly asking only 
non-government members of this chamber to ensure that this bill is expedited. In response I pointed out to the person 
who wrote to me that we have had five sitting days since this bill was last considered in March and that, to the best 
of my recollection, it was not listed for debate on any occasion by the Leader of the House, and two of those days 
were special recalls of the chamber to deal with urgent COVID-19-related business. 

I agree with the sentiments expressed just now by Hon Nick Goiran in respect of the way in which the government 
is seeking to make this bill a COVID-19-related bill. That is certainly something that I look forward to exploring 
with the parliamentary secretary when we get to her amendment standing at 8/9 of supplementary notice paper 144, 
issue 5, and further interrogate the application of and need for the insertion of that proposed clause, and the impact 
it might have on the Minister for Health’s decision-making capacity if the chamber were not to agree to its inclusion. 
I look forward to that opportunity when we get to that part of the supplementary notice paper in Committee of the 
Whole House. 

I want to go over a few remaining questions I have in relation to clause 1. I also indicate, as the parliamentary 
secretary did just now, that the two-month adjournment of consideration of this bill has given me the opportunity 
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to reflect on the amendments I have on the supplementary notice paper. As members who are following this debate 
will be aware, there have been some refinements and some new inclusions. I look forward to prosecuting the 
arguments for those when we get to them, particularly the new amendment standing in my name at 7/9. Its purpose 
is to hold the government to its commitment to the research community and to the people of Western Australia 
that this fund and account, once established, will not be used to fund existing medical research and innovation in 
Western Australia. That is a matter on which we spent some quite considerable time in March, and it became quite 
clear after a series of questions that it was indeed the intention of the government to do otherwise. 

As I said, I want to ask a few questions. Given the passage of time since we last considered this bill in March, 
I want to ask the parliamentary secretary whether there are new forecasts from Treasury or from the Department 
of Health with regard to the future health research and innovation account in 2020–21, or any of the subsequent 
forward estimate years. We have been given a table titled “Funding Provision Clarification—Future Health Research 
and Innovation Fund”. Can the parliamentary secretary provide the chamber with an update tonight or perhaps 
tomorrow on the forecasts that we are likely to see and any impact on those forecasts from what has been provided 
to the chamber? I am pretty sure that it is a document the parliamentary secretary tabled during those March sittings. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: There are no actual figures on forecasts. It is likely that the forecast investment income, 
of course, will decrease. However, I would like to point out, as I have done in previous consideration of this, that 
the conservative investment strategy employed by the Western Australian Treasury Corporation will partially protect 
the future health research and innovation fund investment returns in the short term. The WA Treasury Corporation 
is developing a more complex model to forecast investment income, and that will be applied to the present financial 
market conditions once that is finalised. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It is unfortunate, given the passage of time, that we do not have anything new to 
rely upon, particularly given we are rapidly approaching 1 July when this account is due to commence. I would 
have thought that there would be some revised assessments and projections. In fact, in the ordinary course of 
events, we would have had a state budget earlier this month that would have updated and highlighted those matters. 
That is unfortunate. Can the parliamentary secretary tell me, based on the government’s projections, the amount 
of money that will flow from the fund to the account in 2020–21? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As that information would be contained in budget paper No 3 ordinarily, we will not 
have that information publicly available until the budget is handed down because the FHRI account is not credited 
until the budget is released. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It is an interesting comment that the parliamentary secretary just made. The FHRI 
account cannot be credited until the budget is released. I understand that as of this evening, the date of the budget 
is 8 October. Does that mean that no money from the FHRI account will be available until 8 October? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Honourable member, do forgive my back to you. It is because of the way we are set 
up in this new arrangement. 

The forecast for the account can be determined only when the budget is released. As I said before, that is in budget 
paper No 3. Crediting to the account can occur after determination. I assume that the member is concerned about 
whether work can commence on coronavirus-related work. That can commence on related programs as soon as 
the bill passes, but the credit to the future health research and innovation account will occur later. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Parliamentary secretary, over a year ago, on 9 May, in a media release authored by 
Hon Mark McGowan and Hon Roger Cook, the government said that once this legislation is passed, the annual 
interest from the $1.3 billion Western Australian Future Fund will be repurposed by this government to supercharge 
future investment in health and medical research and innovation. They went on to say that this would double the 
current annual expenditure and position Western Australia as a centre for research excellence. They said it will 
double the current annual expenditure, so what is the current annual expenditure? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The question was: what was the expenditure in 2019–20? Of course, I do not have 
that figure available. I could speak to what the projected expenditure was for 2019–20. The projected expenditure 
was $19 million. The expenditure for 2018–19 was $20 million. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The question I asked was: what is the current annual expenditure? Clearly, that figure appears 
to be in the realm of $19 million to $20 million. Does that therefore mean that the answer to Hon Martin Aldridge’s 
earlier question is $40 million? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: No, it does not mean that. It means that towards the end of the forward estimates, 
the projected expenditure is $36 million, and it also depends on the forecasted projections for the investment fund. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Does that mean then that Hon Mark McGowan and Hon Roger Cook falsely said in their 
media release on 9 May that this will double the current annual expenditure and position Western Australia as 
a centre for research excellence? Let us park to one side the descriptor of Western Australia being positioned as 
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a centre for research excellence on the basis that everybody in the chamber is of one mind that that is what we 
want to see. The two most senior members of the McGowan government said nearly a year ago that the passing of 
this legislation will double the current annual expenditure, and I want confirmation that this bill needs to be passed 
urgently. In fact, on Friday last week, the Leader of the House’s office asked us to make sure that this bill was 
expedited under the false pretence that it was COVID-19 urgent. I am pleased to say that the chamber said, “No. We’ve 
had enough of that nonsense. This is not COVID-19 urgent.” We have read the amendment put before the house 
by the government and it is clear that it is not urgent. All that that amendment will do is confirm what the Minister 
for Health can already do, which is to basically decide to do whatever he likes. But we are going to pretend and 
dress it up as if it is COVID-19 urgent.  

If we were to agree to the Leader of the House and drop everything and pass all the clauses this evening, would 
we be ensuring what Mr McGowan and Mr Cook said on 9 May last year, that there would be double the current 
annual expenditure? It sounds to me, according to what the parliamentary secretary was saying a few moments 
ago, that that is not the case. The parliamentary secretary is saying that in the land far, far away called the “budget 
estimates process and the forward estimates” we might see a figure of $36 million, which is not double the amount 
that is currently spent, yet Mr McGowan and Mr Cook were quite happy, on Thursday, 9 May last year, to issue 
this media release and tell everybody that once this legislation is passed, the current annual expenditure will double. 
Therefore, I do not think it is too unreasonable for members of this place to simply be asking what is the current 
expenditure and will the bill actually do what the two senior members of government said that it was going to do, 
which is to double that amount? If it is wrong and if we now know that it is wrong, that is fine; let us say that and 
let us move on. Let us just accept that the media release on 9 May last year was false. It was wrong, and 
Mr McGowan and Mr Cook misled the Western Australian people that this is not going to double the existing 
expenditure, and then we can move on. Hon Martin Aldridge can continue to ask his important questions under 
clause 1. But can we just get to the bottom of that? What is the existing expenditure? The parliamentary secretary 
has indicated that the projected figure for this year is in the realm of $19 million. Last year it was $20 million. 
Let us split the difference and call it $19.5 million. When this bill passes urgently in accordance with the request 
by the Leader of the House, will it double the expenditure that is currently provided for health and medical research 
in Western Australia? That is the question that I want to know the answer to. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Of course I cannot give an exact figure because it is impossible to give an exact figure, 
but expenditure is ramping up over the forward estimates to build capacity and research and innovation. I have 
been over this and over this and have talked extensively about projected expenditure in the March consideration 
of this bill but, furthermore, I just say again, this bill does not fund or set the programs for investment; this bill sets 
up the foundation source of the dollars. It provides the framework from which the money will be drawn through the 
investment fund’s interest. That is what this bill does. It is not the budget and it is not setting the individual 
programs for funding; it is setting up the way in which it will be administered.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Do I take it, then, parliamentary secretary, that when the government said a year ago that 
this will double the expenditure, that was an aspirational statement and it was not saying that the instant that the 
legislation passes, there will immediately be double the amount of expenditure. That is how I read the media release 
from a year ago. Am I to understand that that is one way of reading the media release? Another way of reading it 
is that it is an aspiration of the government and that once it sets up this fund, at some point down the track in the 
fullness of time, it will double the current annual expenditure. I think it is worthwhile confirming that if we pass 
this legislation, for as long as the McGowan government is in power—hopefully, that is not too long—the McGowan 
government will aspire as best it can to achieve that target of double the current annual expenditure, but it is not 
intended to be double the current expenditure as at 1 July this year. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I have explained a number of times, I cannot give that assurance because the 
credit amount comes from the interest and the rates of interest fluctuate depending on the economic conditions both 
now and into the future. I am not able to give the member the guarantee that he is looking for; nor would anyone 
else be able to give him the guarantee that he is looking for because of the nature of the fluctuating interest. I said 
that a number of times during the debate in March and I am saying it again today. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The parliamentary secretary also told me during the debate in March that she would find 
out about the commercial-in-confidence information and no-one in the government has done anything about that 
in the past two months, so excuse me if I do not take on too much of what she said in March this year. She says 
that she cannot give an assurance or a guarantee, yet Mr McGowan and Mr Cook said on 9 May that this will 
double the current annual expenditure. There was no equivocation about that. There was no suggestion that it was 
an aspiration. There was none of the words that the parliamentary secretary has been using this evening to say that 
she cannot give an assurance or a guarantee. They were quite happy on 9 May last year to pen in their media release 
that this will double. That is crystal clear. Now she says that she cannot provide that, so obviously something 
significant has changed between 9 May last year and now. All I am asking is for the parliamentary secretary to 
confirm that it is an aspiration of this government. Can she not give an assurance of what her own government is 
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aspiring to achieve? This government has no goals whatsoever. When it comes to the future fund and health 
research in Western Australia, we have heard it tonight, folks: this government has no goals and no aspirations for 
the amount that is going to be spent. That is a nonsense. It must have some goals. I am sure that if I had a chat with 
the member for Kwinana in the parliamentary courtyard, he would be able to articulate that he has some goals. 
One of his goals would no doubt be to win the seat of Kwinana at the next election. One of his goals would have 
something to do with the legislation before us now. We already know from a media release that was produced in 
the last few days that the minister has not only a goal, but also promised that he will spend some of this money on 
COVID-19 research. That is why we have the amendment before the chamber. 
One of the other members of the chamber might recall the exact figure that the minister has promised. I have 
a figure in the back of my mind of $6 million. That may or may not be correct. The parliamentary secretary could 
confirm that or correct the record if I am wrong, but in the deep recesses of my mind I recall that the Minister for 
Health said in the last few days, “I’m going to spend $6 million on coronavirus research.” That is a goal. That is 
an aspiration. I would actually say that that is an assurance or a guarantee from him that that is what he is going to 
do. If the parliamentary secretary does not want to put it as high as an assurance or a guarantee, that is fine. All 
I am asking the parliamentary secretary to confirm is that it is at least a goal or an aspiration, but she has said that 
she cannot even give us that. I am going to leave that and move on to another topic, because I am flabbergasted 
that we cannot even get a statement of intent or commitment from this government on what it wants to do. I would 
like the parliamentary secretary to inform the house about some of the research her government is currently funding 
under the existing health budget. Hear the words clearly—some of the research. I am not asking about all of the 
research; I am just asking whether the government intends—is it a goal, is it an aspiration, does Roger Cook 
intend—to fund some of that research from the FHRI account from 1 July this year. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I said a number of times in the March consideration of this bill, most existing 
funding will come under the same framework and be paid from the FHRI account, but this does not include existing 
commitments, which will be paid by the Department of Health. I used those exact words on a number of occasions 
during the March consideration of this bill—a number of occasions. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The parliamentary secretary caveated her response by saying that it does not include 
existing commitments. This is where there ends up being a breakdown in common understanding of the English 
language. We need to be clear about exactly what we are agreeing to here. The parliamentary secretary said in the 
second reading speech that the FHRI account is not intended to be a substitute for existing funding sources. She 
indicated that, essentially, for the majority of the existing research programs that are being funded by the government, 
the government intends to continue to fund them into the future by virtue of this fund. However, she also said it is 
not with regard to existing commitments. This is where the problem arises. It is not clear to us, and it is really the 
responsibility of government to make it clear to members and the people of Western Australia, whose money this 
is. They think that it is their money. It is not Hon Mark McGowan’s money; it is the people of Western Australia’s 
money. In actual fact, it is the future people of Western Australia’s money. That is the whole point of the future 
fund. I was in this chamber when Hon Ken Travers made it very clear that the then Labor Party’s position when it 
was in opposition was that this money should not be touched until 2032—that under no circumstances should 
anyone touch it until 2032. Nevertheless, this government—this party now that it is in government—has decided 
to take a different approach. It is entitled to change its view. I do not have a problem with people changing their 
minds. I just ask them to be honest and accountable for it, and simply say, “We’ve changed our mind, and this is 
the reason we’ve changed our mind.” 
The information that I think it is fair for the government to provide to the chamber is the quantum of the existing 
commitments. The parliamentary secretary has gone out of her way to say that it is not intended to include the 
existing commitments because they will continue to be funded by the WA Health budget. That is fine, but we need 
to know how much that is. Is it possible for that to be provided this evening? Is that information on the quantum 
of the existing commitments readily at the parliamentary secretary’s disposal? I think that will resolve this issue, 
or at least bring us substantial steps closer to having it resolved. The simple question is: what is the quantum of 
the existing commitments? I do not need a breakdown; I just want the grand total sum of existing commitments 
that the government is funding at the moment. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I said on a number of occasions during the March consideration of this clause, 
I suspect that the member might be considering those existing contracts that have been awarded. They are in the 
vicinity of $9 million. Since 2015–16, the Department of Health’s research and development unit has expended 
between $17 million and $21 million, approximately, per annum to support health and medical research 
innovation. That does not exclude administrative and operational costs. We went over this on at least four occasions 
during the March consideration of this clause. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The parliamentary secretary says that the existing commitments are $9 million. Does she 
have at her disposal when those existing commitments will come to an end? For example, is that $9 million a year 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 12 May 2020] 

 p2458b-2468a 
Hon Alanna Clohesy; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Martin Aldridge; Deputy Chair 

 [7] 

for the next 12 months, the next three years, or the next five years? When will that $9 million annual amount for 
existing commitments come to an end? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It is not $9 million per annum; it is a total of $9 million. It will be approximately 
one year out from the forward estimates. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: In approximately one year from the forward estimates, when the $9 million runs out, that 
will bring to a conclusion the government’s existing commitments. Will that also bring to a conclusion any funding 
by the Department of Health for research and innovation? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Everything will be under the FHRI governance framework then. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I simply ask the parliamentary secretary this question. Given that, how can the parliamentary 
secretary then reconcile that the FHRI account is not intended to be a substitute for existing funding sources? The 
parliamentary secretary has just said to us that in a year’s time it all comes to an end and the Department of Health 
is not going to be funding anything more in health innovation. It has a bill, if you like, of $9 million that it owes 
or is committed to over the next 12 months, and it intends to fulfil its commitments, and rightly so, but in 12 months’ 
time that $9 million commitment will come to an end and the department will not be spending another cent. Why? 
Is it because, as the parliamentary secretary said just moments ago, everything will be coming from the fund? 
I emphasise to the parliamentary secretary that that is fine; the government is entitled to make that call. I am simply 
making the observation, and the point that the parliamentary secretary made in the second reading speech says the 
opposite. She said — 

The FHRI account is not intended to be a substitute for existing funding sources. 

But it is doing the exact opposite. Even if we just take this $9 million commitment and nothing else—as the 
parliamentary secretary quite rightly pointed out, the health department has funded multiple million dollars’ worth 
of projects over the years—that in itself is going to be substituted. The account and the fund are going to be taking 
care of this issue and will no longer be the existing funding source, which is the government’s health budget. It 
may be that whoever drafted the second reading speech was intending to say at the time that the government did 
not want this to be used as some kind of substitute for people getting other grants from the commonwealth or 
generous benefactors in Western Australia. That might have been what was intended by the author at the time, but 
that is not what this says here. It says that the FHRI account is not intended to be a substitute for existing funding 
sources. I am simply asking the parliamentary secretary to reconcile that statement she made on 19 November with 
the information she has just provided to the chamber, which is that the commitment comes to an end and everything 
thereafter will come from the fund. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I said on four occasions at least in the March consideration of this clause, as 
I said in the second reading speech, as the member pointed out, and as I said earlier this evening when we started 
debate on this clause, “existing funding sources” refers to means—funders such as the National Health and Medical 
Research Council, the Medical Research Future Fund and the Australian Research Council—not, as the member 
is trying to imply, the Department of Health. Funding from the FHRI account is intended to provide an advantage 
to the state so it can win bigger shares of research dollars from these other funders. That is what “existing funding 
sources” means. That is what it meant on at least four separate occasions when we considered this clause in March. 
That is what it meant in the second reading speech and that is what I meant and said earlier this evening. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I have just reflected on the Hansard from Thursday, 19 March 2020. This issue was 
raised almost in the final throes of debate on that Thursday and we got clarification, which has been added to 
tonight. I asked the parliamentary secretary this — 

I take the parliamentary secretary to page 1 of the governance framework that I have been quoting from. 
Around mid-page there is a section after the definition of the term innovation, which says — 

However, it is noted that the WA FHRI Fund does not seek to provide funding that would: 
(1) replace other research or innovation funding 

Does the reference to replace other research or innovation funding in the context of this governance 
framework include the $20 million that is ordinarily appropriated for the purposes of medical research by 
the consolidated fund? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: If the honourable member reads further down in the document, it says — 

In regard to (1), this may include the grant programs of the National Health and Medical Research 
Council (NHMRC) and other funders.  

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I thank the parliamentary secretary for pointing that out. That is clearly, 
by the words “this may include”, not an exhaustive list. Does one include the $20 million ordinarily 
appropriated by the state of Western Australia by way of the consolidated fund for medical research? 
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Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: No. 
It was made clear on Thursday, 19 March when the government uttered those words, that the FHRI account is not 
intended to replace existing medical research and innovation funding. The asterisk that appears at the end of that 
statement is with the exception of the $17 million to $21 million ordinarily appropriated by the state of 
Western Australia, which will be directly cost shifted to the FHRI account from the consolidated fund. We were being 
charitable to the government when last we met and we limited the extent of that cost shift to the $13.585 million 
next financial year from our previous consideration, but after the series of questions tonight, I think it is very clear 
that once this total of $9 million washes out over the forward estimates, the entirety of that annual appropriation 
of $17 million to $21 million will be directly cost shifted to the FHRI account. That is patently clear and cannot 
be denied. We have prosecuted this, I think, to the extent that we can. If we had more time, in my mind this bill ought 
to go to a committee so that these matters could be reported to the house more fully. The parliamentary secretary 
rises and says, “I have been over this four times.” The problem is that when we reflect on the four explanations 
that the parliamentary secretary has given, they differ every time. They differ from the minister’s media statement, 
they differ from the budget papers of the state of Western Australia and they differ from the so-called funding 
provision clarification table that was tabled in this place by the parliamentary secretary. I do not know what the 
real answer is, and I am not sure that the Committee of the Whole House is going to give us that real answer. 
I asked earlier about projected funding for the first financial year’s operation. In less than two months, we will be 
in the next financial year. The FHRI fund will be established, the FHRI account will be established and this new, 
in the government’s words, supercharged medical health research and innovation account will be supercharging 
medical research in Western Australia. What the parliamentary secretary cannot tell me is how much money will 
be appropriated or forecast to the FHRI account from 1 July. The reason for that is that the budget will not be 
handed down until 8 October, when ordinarily it would be handed down in the first week of May. I accept that 
explanation and I have had the opportunity to look at the relevant proposed section in this bill. I draw members’ 
attention to page 17 of the bill, under clause 14. The government is inserting proposed section 9, “Application of 
FHRI Fund”. Proposed section 9(1) says — 

In each financial year that starts on or after amendment day, an amount equal to the forecast investment 
income for the financial year is to be charged to the FHRI Fund and credited to the FHRI Account. 

It does not say how that forecast income is to be announced or published. I do not believe a plain reading of that 
section would limit it to a budget paper, and perhaps a more specific question, more suited to debate on clause 14 
of the bill, is about whether the government is confined to the release of the budget papers to provide the forecast 
income for the FHRI account, as the parliamentary secretary has told the committee tonight. Notwithstanding what 
she has said, and we will test that in time, I want to know: in the period 1 July to 8 October, when we will have 
the state budget, what will the state of Western Australia be doing about medical research funding? Is it going to 
be on hold? Is it going to be business as usual and the funding will be clarified in a few months when we get to 
1 October? Surely, we will keep paying the bills. Surely, we will not tell the medical research community, 
“We’re not going to approve any new research until we have a state budget on 8 October.” Surely, we are not 
going to do that because, according to the government, this is an urgent COVID-19-related bill. An additional 
$6 million of COVID-19-related research needs to be allocated urgently so we are surely not going to leave people 
hanging until 8 October when we have a state budget. 
What will happen between 1 July and 8 October this year? If funding is allocated and we continue business as 
usual, then there has to be an understanding around the expense limit that would be applied. We would preferably 
know the expense limit as well as the projected income that the future health research and innovation account will 
receive. A table in the budget papers that were tabled this financial year already forecasts that, but obviously it 
may change in the coming 8 October budget. There is surely an expense limit and a process that the government 
will apply during this interim period. If there is not, is the government considering some transitional amendments 
to allow for what appears to be the consequence of a delayed budget this coming financial year? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: To the first part of the member’s question about where the income investment 
moneys are contained and published, it is contained in the bill at page 4 under definitions of “forecast investment 
income”. It reads — 

forecast investment income, for a financial year, means the estimate that — 
(a) is of the income that will be derived during the financial year from the investment of money standing 

to the credit of the FHRI Fund; and 
(b) is set out in — 

This is where the information is contained for the honourable member’s information — 

(i) the part of the budget papers for the financial year, tabled in the Legislative Assembly, that is 
titled “Economic and Fiscal Outlook”; or 
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(ii) if the regulations prescribe another part of those budget papers — that other part; 
It will most likely be contained in the Economic and Fiscal Outlook unless the regulations prescribe otherwise. In 
terms of how that will be managed this year, in a late-budget year, the forecast investment income figure is unlikely 
to be available before the start of the financial year. That is not new because late-budget years often coincide with 
state elections every four years and changes of government. In the event of a late budget as we have this year, the 
Department of Health will manage spending at an operational level until the budget is available. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I thank the parliamentary secretary for her explanation; it was quite helpful. In her 
closing comment, she said that the Department of Health will manage spending until that point. Does that mean 
the show will go on, money will still flow and decisions will still be made, then the FHRI account will owe the 
Department of Health some cash come 8 October? Is that what will happen in practical reality? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: There will need to be some discussion and agreement between the Department of 
Health and Treasury about responsible spending. It will also need to be in line with the priorities and strategies 
that will be established. It is, in reality, only a few short months and it should not be a significant figure given that 
some set-up time will be required and negotiations will also need to go ahead. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: This is certainly a novel approach whereby the government is lending itself a bridging 
loan, if you like. I agree with the parliamentary secretary: this is going to happen every four years. A financial bill 
that has just been through the chamber has finally been adapted to allow, in an election year, particular circumstances 
to apply to give the government a greater advance, whereas the Financial Management Act previously limited the 
advance to, I think, 20 or 30 per cent of this year’s appropriation for two or three months next year. I think we 
have extended that now in election years. If the government was aware of the issue, why has it not considered an 
amendment to require that in the very first year of operation of the future health research and innovation account? 
That raises a whole bunch of new questions for me. If the Department of Health will be shelling out cash until it 
gets money back from the FHRI account, how will the governance of the FHRI account operate in that environment? 
Would all of the government’s FHRI account apply to the expenditure of funds as though they were its own funds 
as opposed to Department of Health funds? There are a number of complex issues in this transitional arrangement 
that the parliamentary secretary has described that will happen every four years. I wonder whether, overnight, the 
parliamentary secretary can seek some advice from the minister about whether there could be a tidy amendment 
to proposed section 9 to give certainty to the medical research community as well as people involved in managing 
the FHRI account, particularly in financial years following an election or in years such as this when the state budget 
is delayed for a completely different reason, but also to maintain governance, controls and oversight of the act that 
we are seeking to amend here tonight. I hope that the parliamentary secretary will consider that matter. I indicate 
to the parliamentary secretary that that is something I want to explore further when we get to clause 14. I had not 
anticipated this issue until we recommenced consideration of the bill this evening. When we considered clause 1 
in March, a series of questions were asked about the cost of administration and we were told that the $5 million 
was simply an estimate of the cost of administrating the FHRI account but that work was being done to more fully 
understand the cost. Is the parliamentary secretary now in a position to let us know, particularly as we are only 
weeks away—potentially as little as 28 days—from the establishment of this body, whether we are any closer to 
understanding or are more informed about those administration costs? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: That position has not changed from several weeks ago when this was last considered. 
The estimate is still $5 million. As I said at the time, the legislation is required to pass before there can be a clearer 
picture of that, but the broad budget at this stage is $5 million. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It seems that the government has not made much progress on this issue in two months. 
Despite the fact that we were told about its urgent nature and that $6 million of COVID-19 research is hanging in the 
balance, we still cannot get answers to simple questions. From 1 July, which is just weeks away, how are we going 
to establish infrastructure that will be allocated $40 million or $50 million a year in funding, in what I consider in its 
current form to be a very weak, regulatory-lite governance approach that the state has taken to the way it is seeking 
to acquit $40 million or $50 million a year in medical research and innovation funding from the state’s future fund? 
There is still no definition of what those administration costs will be or, indeed, whether $5 million is an accurate 
figure. Another way of asking the question is: how many members of the advisory group and how many staff will be 
required to administer the FHRI account? I am sure the parliamentary secretary’s answer will be that she cannot tell 
us that either. Some 28 days after we pass this bill, who will have all these things in place that need to be in place so 
that the money can flow from the FHRI account for urgent COVID-19 medical research? Who will do that? I am sure 
that when we get to the relevant clause on the advisory group, the parliamentary secretary will not tell me much about 
that either. Is the Minister for Health going to carry on with business as usual without an advisory group, without 
a strategy and without any priorities being identified by the advisory group? Will the minister just decide those things 
and then when he gets around to turning his mind to those things, we will work out how many staff and how many 
advisory group members are needed? Surely, the government can offer more than that two months after this bill was 
last considered. I think the bill was introduced in September last year, but we did not have the pandemic until a couple 
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of months ago. What has the government been doing since this bill was introduced and when will it be in a position 
to answer the most basic questions, given that it wants the money to urgently flow to medical research and the key 
elements of the bill will come into force 28 days after the bill’s proclamation? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: In the intervening two months, there has been a global pandemic that the Department 
of Health has been quite involved in addressing, including ensuring that the spread of the virus is not extensive 
throughout Western Australia. I think the department has been quite successful at that. The answer to the question 
about the number of members on the advisory committee is actually contained in the bill; it is eight. 

Work is underway and has been happening alongside the COVID-19-related work that the Department of Health has 
been doing. Work is being finalised to provide the strategy for the investments, the prioritisation process for the 
research projects and the governance documentation for the advisory group. That is some of the work that has been 
undertaken. I think that covers the questions that the member raised. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The parliamentary secretary did not answer one key question. Given that this 
pandemic will not end anytime soon and the Department of Health has no resources, when will it have resources 
to turn its mind to these things and what impact will that delay have on the establishment of the future health 
research and innovation account and, in particular, the important research and innovation that the Minister for 
Health has already announced through a commitment of $6 million for COVID-19 research? What impact will 
those delays or lack of resources have on the implementation of the account and the flow of funds? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I assume that the question is: how much has this delayed the work to establish the 
fund and will it delay it even further? The answer to that is no. As I said, the work is being finalised on the strategy, 
the prioritisation process and the governance documents for the advisory group. If this legislation is successful, 
that work will continue, and the first priority is to establish the advisory group and continue to work on the strategy. 
We cannot finalise the work on the strategy because it needs to be considered by the advisory group. As I said, 
work is progressing in all those areas. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Just for the parliamentary secretary’s awareness, I have only a couple of areas left 
to pursue on clause 1. I want to focus on some issues that arise from the media statement of 9 May made by 
Minister Cook about the $6 million COVID-19 research commitment. The appropriate time to do that is when the 
parliamentary secretary moves her amendment on the supplementary notice paper. I want to ask one question about 
that now on clause 1. When I had my briefing on the government’s COVID-19 amendment on, I think, Monday, 
one of the first questions I asked was: Why $6 million? How have we developed $6 million as the figure? Why 
not $600 000, why not $16 million, why not $60 million? I was told that $6 million is the difference between what 
is allocated and the expense limit for next financial year. I was told, according to my notes, that $24 million is the 
expense limit for 2020–21 and that $6 million is unallocated; therefore, that is the $6 million that the Minister for 
Health allocated by way of his media statement on 9 May, if that date is correct. Could the parliamentary secretary 
confirm for me that the numbers I was provided in the briefing are correct and that the expense limit for the fund 
next year is, indeed, $24 million? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: That is the amount that was set out in the 2019–20 state budget. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: So if $18 million of the $24 million is allocated next financial year, what is it 
allocated to, and who allocated it? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: We talked extensively during the debate in March about the $18 million. These are 
the new rounds of existing programs, so nothing is set in stone. They will still need to go through the process, meet 
the priorities and be informed by the strategy, as I said before. For the new rounds of existing programs, nothing 
is agreed to or finalised because they will have to go through that process. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I thank the parliamentary secretary. The $18 million is for new rounds of existing 
programs—got that. The $9 million that will be washed out is completely separate from that $18 million, because 
that will be consolidated fund existing signed, sealed and delivered contracts. That has no relation to and sits outside 
the $18 million. Whatever part of the $9 million is for next financial year is what it is—I am not sure the parliamentary 
secretary will be able to tell me that. The $18 million is for existing programs, but it is all new money going to 
new recipients, and the $6 million is the gap between the $18 million and the $24 million expense limit that the 
Minister for Health announced on 9 May will go into coronavirus research. I guess the parliamentary secretary 
will not be in a position to tell me what the difference is between that $24 million expense limit and the projected 
flow of funds from the future health research and innovation fund to the account next financial year. I think the 
parliamentary secretary told us this evening that she is in no better place now to tell us what that is, other than that 
it is $40 million to $50 million. Earlier tonight, the parliamentary secretary told us that Treasury has that money 
invested in very safe investments. There will not be very much interest rate fluctuation, so we are not likely to see 
any major change in the projection of $40 million to $50 million; therefore, I calculate that the difference between 
the expense level next financial year and the amount that will be allocated is $16 million at worst and $26 million 
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at best. That will remain unallocated for all of the next financial year and roll over into the next financial year, 
unless, of course, the Treasurer and the Minister for Health agree to put that money back into the fund under the 
provisions of this legislation. 

I give notice that when we get to the parliamentary secretary’s amendment, I will ask whether $6 million is enough. 
It is obviously very arbitrary. It is the difference between the existing programs and the expense limit. But we know 
that there will be somewhere between $16 million and $26 million of capacity in the FHRI account next financial 
year that the government could spend if it wanted to and if there were research and innovation projects worthy of 
investment. I might take my seat and let the parliamentary secretary respond to my assessment of that information. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I will say that the $6 million from the FHRI account going towards funding pandemic 
research announced by the minister on the weekend is not only capacity building, but also a strong show of confidence 
in the state’s ability to deal with this pandemic. HBF and the resources industry, through members including BHP 
and Rio Tinto, have agreed to partner with the government by investing several million dollars and further funding 
is anticipated from other resources companies. That part of the funding is coming from the private sector and we 
anticipate further from the resources sector. But the premise of the member’s figures seems to be correct. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I thank the parliamentary secretary because that was going to be my follow-up 
question. The last area I want to touch on in clause 1 is consultation. I started this question on Thursday, 19 March. 
The parliamentary secretary started to answer the question but we got cut off. Given this legislation will remove 
the Minister for Regional Development from a decision-making role over the future fund, when was the Minister 
for Regional Development consulted? I am not interested in the Department of Primary Industries and Regional 
Development; I am interested in the Minister for Regional Development. When was the Minister for Regional 
Development consulted on the formation of the policy of this legislation that will remove her as one of two people 
who play an important decision-making role over the future fund? 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Matthew Swinbourn): Members, noting the time, we will report progress to 
the President. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
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