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

Committee 
Resumed from 18 March. The Chair of Committees (Hon Simon O’Brien) 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 MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Before debate was interrupted last evening, I had just put a question to the 
parliamentary secretary, and I think the question was asking for the government’s position on the quantum of 
funding that it considers appropriate to ensure that medical research and innovation continues at an appropriate 
level in Western Australia and what the value of funding on a pro rata basis is. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I guess the short answer is as much as possible. Through this bill, the government is 
seeking to access investment income from the proposed future health research and innovation fund to provide 
secure long-term funding for research and innovation in WA. On the current estimates, this will be between 
$40 million and $50 million per year, which represents an approximate doubling of current funding levels. The 
government intends to leverage money from the FHRI account to secure external funding, as we have talked about, 
from like national funding bodies, charitable organisations and the private sector, so we can hope to multiply the 
total quantum of the FHRI account. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I want to revisit where we started on clause 1, because, as the parliamentary secretary 
recalls, we paused debate while she sought some clarity, I think, overnight on Tuesday, and at the start of our 
reconsideration of clause 1 yesterday, the parliamentary secretary tabled a document in the chamber titled 
“Funding Provision Clarification—Future Health Research and Innovation Fund”. I want to take the parliamentary 
secretary to the document she tabled and ask some questions about it. My first question is about the fact that this 
appears to be the projection for next financial year and the two thereafter for the funding that will flow from the 
future health research and innovation fund, once established. Is it fair to say that the existing baseline that has been 
accepted by the Department of Health of $20 million a year in medical research from the consolidated fund no 
longer exists from next year? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It is intended that from next year all funding will come under the FHRI account. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: So members are clear when they cast their vote on this bill, is the government’s 
intention for the Western Australian Future Fund Amendment (Future Health Research and Innovation Fund) 
Bill 2019 in part to cost shift $20 million from the consolidated account by accessing $20 million from the future 
fund as well as adding to that investment? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It is not cost shifting—full stop. We need to be very clear that it is aligning all future 
health research and innovation funding into one account that will enable the doubling of research and innovation 
funding in WA. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I find that explanation hard to accept. I can understand the reason that the government 
wants to bring medical research under the one framework. It would not make sense to have two frameworks of 
medical research investment in government—one in which the consolidated fund was shelling out some money and 
one in which the future fund was being repurposed to shell out some money. I can understand why the one framework 
would exist. I could accept an argument that this is not cost shifting if that baseline of $20 million a year continued 
to flow from the consolidated fund into the FHRI account as well as the investment income into the FHRI account. 
That would really be turbocharging medical research and innovation investment in Western Australia. That is not 
the case. From time immemorial, the consolidated fund has appropriated moneys to the Department of Health for 
medical research and innovation. That will cease from 1 July this year. That cannot be described as anything other 
than cost shifting; it cannot be. The parliamentary secretary can say that it is not cost shifting—full stop—but her 
explanation does not support the statement. It is cost shifting. Just so members are aware, in 2020–21, there will 
be $29.585 million expended from the FHRI account and $20 million of that money will be cost shifted from the 
consolidated fund, so the actual investment in the first year of this new regime will be less than $10 million, because 
the other $20 million already existed. The table that the parliamentary secretary provided to us is broken down 
into existing research funding and the new research and innovation funding. I am a little intrigued about how under 
the heading “New research and innovation funding provision” there is a line item called “Existing DoH initiatives”. 
If it is new funding for new research and new innovation, why is there a line item that relates to existing initiatives?  
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I described the last couple of times we went over this, the $52 million announced 
in the 2019–20 state budget refers to an additional budget to spend money. Over the forward estimates, the 
Department of Health will commit expenditure of approximately $13 million to $14 million per year to support 
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existing programs, and $5 million per year for administration and operational capacity. So from the $52 million, 
$5 million per year will be used to support existing Department of Health programs and the remainder will be used 
for new initiatives. We have discussed the total amount before. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: If this bill does not pass, can I take it from looking at this table that the subtotal of 
existing funding would then need to incorporate the $5 million per annum in existing Department of Health 
initiatives, and if it does, that that will actually be greater than the baseline of $20 million and is more than is projected 
in the out years? Therefore, is it the case that the baseline in the forward estimates, based on existing commitments—
signed and sealed contracts and funding agreements—is probably closer to $23 million or $24 million a year than 
the $18 million or $19 million that the government currently spends? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: If this bill is not successful, the status quo as we know it will remain, certainly over 
the forward estimates. That is the bottom line. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I am very concerned by the answers that have been provided by the parliamentary secretary 
this afternoon to this important line of questioning by Hon Martin Aldridge. I draw the parliamentary secretary’s 
attention to what she said in the second reading speech she delivered in this place on 19 November 2019. I will 
quote from Hansard, in which she is recorded as saying — 

The FHRI account is not intended to be a substitute for existing funding sources. 
Does the parliamentary secretary maintain that statement in light of the information she has provided this afternoon? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I think that if the member continued with that quote, he would see that it says 
“such as the National Health and Medical Research Council”. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: For the record, what the parliamentary secretary has said is incorrect. I have the extract in 
front of me, maybe the parliamentary secretary does not. The sentence starts with a capital “T” and reads — 

The FHRI account is not intended to be a substitute for existing funding sources. 
It ends with a full stop; it does not carry on in the way the parliamentary secretary said. On 19 November last year, 
the parliamentary secretary told the Parliament that this account is not intended to substitute for existing funding 
sources, yet it has now been revealed, in response to questions from Hon Martin Aldridge, that that is exactly what 
is going on, to the tune of $20 million a year—that the account is going to be used as a substitute for the existing 
approximately $20 million provided by government. Either the information that was provided on 19 November 2019 
in the second reading speech was incorrect, or the information that has just been provided to Parliament is incorrect. 
We need to get to the bottom of this, because as I said on Tuesday, there is significant concern within the sector 
that this is a cost-shifting exercise. It is all very well for the parliamentary secretary to say to Hon Martin Aldridge 
that it is not cost shifting, full stop, but if that is the case, there is no such thing as cost shifting—that is, “cost shifting” 
is an invented term with no meaning. This is exactly what cost shifting is, if the information provided by the 
parliamentary secretary today is correct. I ask the parliamentary secretary to clarify whether it is her intention to 
correct the record with regard to what she said in her second reading speech on 19 November last year. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It is not incorrect, because the amount of funding that will be available is doubling. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Let us take this sentence one word at a time — 

The FHRI account is not intended to be a substitute for existing funding sources. 
What are the existing funding sources? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: These are not limited to but include funds from the Medical Research Future Fund, 
the National Health and Medical Research Council and the Australian Research Council. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Would existing funding sources include any money currently provided by the Department 
of Health? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: No. The government’s position is that all the funding comes under the one umbrella. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That will need explanation, parliamentary secretary. The parliamentary secretary said in 
her second reading speech that it is not intended to be a substitute for existing funding sources. When I asked her 
what are the existing funding services, she indicated that there was a non-exhaustive list, which I seem to recall 
had three categories of funding sources. I am happy to be corrected if there were not three, but I seem to recall her 
mentioning three a few moments ago. However, she did indicate that it was not an exhaustive list. The parliamentary 
secretary indicated earlier to Hon Martin Aldridge that the government, being the Department of Health, currently 
funds these exercises to the tune of some $20 million a year. In fact, the document that the parliamentary secretary 
tabled yesterday indicates that the subtotal of existing funding is $18.585 million. If the parliamentary secretary 
has that table handy, I think it might be useful. The table indicates the subtotal of existing funding. Is that line part 
of the existing funding sources to which the parliamentary secretary referred in her second reading speech? 
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Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The question was: does the table refer to any of those other existing funding sources? 
The answer to that is no. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That was not the question at all. The document in front of us, which the parliamentary 
secretary tabled yesterday, lists existing Department of Health initiatives and states that for the forthcoming 
financial year, the amount for existing Department of Health initiatives is $13.58 million. That is existing research 
funding. It adds operational and administration costs of $5 million. It then states a subtotal of existing funding as 
$18.58 million. The question is: is that existing funding part of the existing funding that the parliamentary secretary 
referred to on 19 November 2019? The question is not whether the existing funding of $18.58 million includes 
those three categories that were referred to earlier. How the question could be interpreted that way is beyond me. 
The question is: is the $18.58 million, which the parliamentary secretary indicated in this tabled document yesterday 
is existing funding, one of the funding sources to which the parliamentary secretary referred in her speech of 
19 November 2019? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The answer is still no. The table also includes a subtotal of new funding totalling 
$52 million. The answer is still no. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The document in front of the parliamentary secretary has two subtotals. The first subtotal 
is existing funding. The second subtotal is new funding. I am totally disinterested, at the present time, in the 
subtotal for new funding. The parliamentary secretary, the government and its advisers might be interested in the 
subtotal of new funding. I am not interested in that at the moment. To be crystal clear, none of my line of questioning 
at the moment has anything to do with the subtotal for new funding. All my questioning has to do with the subtotal 
of existing funding. The document that the parliamentary secretary has tabled—I assume she wants us to take this 
document seriously and as a statement of fact and intent by the government—indicates to the chamber that for the 
next three financial years, the existing funding is $18.585 million, followed by $18.310 million, then $18.510 million, 
so the total is $55.405 million. To be precise, because it seems like there is a problem with understanding questions 
this afternoon, is that $55.405 million of existing funding one of the existing funding sources that the parliamentary 
secretary referred to in her speech on 19 November 2019? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I think that is the same question asked again, and the answer remains no. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I think I have worked out what the government is doing here. The table before us 
has been tabled by the parliamentary secretary. I do not trust the government, but I trust the Department of Health 
whose name sits at the top of this document. What appears a bit shifty is the way that it has creatively set out the 
figures in this table. I remember making a statement in my second reading contribution, or it might even have been 
earlier in this clause 1 debate, that the Department of Health has generously offered to cover the operational costs 
of running the new future health research and innovation account. I said, “Of course it has. Bless its cotton socks! 
Of course it will be happy to pick up those costs because it will be cost shifting $20 million of its budget.” I think 
the government has done something with these creative figures. We have heard that year on year there is a baseline 
of health research funding of $20 million. From the government’s figures, we know it has a budget allocation for 
this financial year, for example, of $19 million. That is the projection in the government’s own budget. In the top 
part of the table, which is existing research funding, there is a subtotal of $18.5 million, then $18.3 million, then 
$18.5 billion over the forward estimates. That quantum of money is in line with its annual investment and budget 
projections for health research in Western Australia. But the government has now slipped in this $5 million in 
operational and administration expenses and has dropped $5 million of existing Department of Health initiatives 
down into new research and innovation. If the operational administration expenses were not in the top part of the 
table under existing research, the government could just put the $5 million it has taken out of existing Department 
of Health initiatives back in to get the annual funding. For the government to stand by its claim that an additional 
investment of $52 million is happening, it has done a little creative accounting exercise by shifting $5 million from 
existing research to new research, even though they are existing initiatives, which there is still no explanation for 
from the parliamentary secretary, and inserted the $5 million in operational and administration funding. I am a bit 
confused because I thought there was a commitment that the Department of Health would pick up the operational 
and administration costs of the FHRI account. Why does it appear in this table? Is it that that $5 million is 
consolidated funding and the rest that appears in the columns is FHRI account funding? That would match the data 
that has been provided to us so far. I think that is the reason we see these existing initiatives being dumped down 
into the new research and innovation table. Can the parliamentary secretary confirm for me whether the $5 million 
per annum under $15 million over the next three years against the operational and administration line item is 
consolidated funding? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Although there are two lines that represent $5 million, it is not the same money. We 
have been clear that all research and innovation funding will be sourced from the FHRI account. The table that the 
member is referring to is an expense limit. It does not refer to the source of the funding. It is the total expense 
limit—not the source of funding. 
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Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: On that point, earlier in the debate on clause 1, I asked how much the operational 
and administration costs would be, and the parliamentary secretary said that she could not tell me. How is it that 
we have a figure of $5 million in the table? The second question is: what is the source of the funding? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I have said on previous occasions, administrative and operational expenditure 
will be sourced from the Department of Health budget. I have not indicated that I could not tell the member the 
budget for operational and administrative expenses. On a number of occasions, I have said that it is currently 
budgeted for $5 million. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I do not think we are making much progress on this issue. It is clear to me from 
looking at this table that has been provided by the parliamentary secretary, which appears to have been authored 
by the Department of Health, that the total funding for each year minus the $5 million—which we have just learnt 
will be from the Department of Health budget, so I assume that will be consolidated funding—will be the expenditure 
from the FHRI account. In 2020–21, there will be $24.585 million in FHRI account expenditure and $5 million in 
consolidated fund expenditure. My question is: does the current $19 million that is allocated for expenditure on 
medical research this financial year include the operational and administration expenses of the department? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: No. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 pm to 2.00 pm 
Hon ALISON XAMON: I asked some questions during the second reading debate that I was hoping to get answers 
to in the parliamentary secretary’s second reading reply, but, unfortunately, they were not answered at that time, 
so I hope I can get some answers to them now. As the parliamentary secretary is aware, I am particularly concerned 
about the transparency provisions in the bill and I want to confirm some key components around that. I asked these 
questions during the briefing, but I am keen to get them on the record if, indeed, the answers I was given were correct. 

Firstly, can I confirm that with the transparency provisions for the functioning of the fund, our freedom of information 
system will apply in the usual way? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The answer to that is yes. 
Hon ALISON XAMON: Excellent. Can the parliamentary secretary confirm for the record that section 4 of the 
Parliamentary Privileges Act, which allows Parliament and the committees to summon people to attend or produce, 
also applies? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I am advised that yes, it does apply. 
Hon ALISON XAMON: Can the parliamentary secretary also confirm for the record that, unlike the commonwealth, 
this state will not be able to invest in shares through this fund and therefore money in the fund and the account 
will definitely not be invested in tobacco, cluster munitions, alcohol or junk food? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The answer to both those questions is: correct; they will not be. 
Hon ALISON XAMON: Finally, I raised some concerns about the lack of progress on privacy laws and that that 
was leading to the possibility of us missing out on the opportunity for international research programs in particular. 
I asked for some idea of the progress of those privacy laws that are being undertaken by the Department of Health 
and the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to best ensure that the provisions within this bill can be enacted. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As the member was informed earlier, the government is committed to introducing 
new whole-of-government privacy and responsible information-sharing legislation for the WA public sector. The 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet is currently undertaking this reform work. The proposed legislation will 
ensure the protection and responsible use of information to deliver more effective services and outcomes. The 
government recognises that privacy is very important to Western Australians and is committed to ensuring that 
everyone has the opportunity to have their say on the best arrangements for WA. The Department of Health supports 
the reform work being done in this important area of law. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: 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? 
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? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The minister always complies with requirements under the Financial Management Act. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: Just on that, there was an incident early in this term of government when I asked for 
information and the minister did not comply with section 82. In fact, I then had to ask the parliamentary secretary 
a question during question time about whether the minister was aware that he needed to comply with it, and his 
answer was that he was not aware, and he then had to provide the information to the Auditor General. So it is not 
strictly correct to say that he always complies. There has been some form of noncompliance by this minister; hence, 
I am keen to make sure that there is no misunderstanding here. Nevertheless, I thank her for taking it up with the 
minister and continuing to seek advice. Is there an anticipated time frame for when a decision will be made about 
what information can be provided on this? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: 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. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I take the parliamentary secretary back to the fourth paragraph of the media statement 
of 9 May 2019, which states in part — 

An additional $52 million will be allocated to ramp up over a three-year period, from 2020–21 to 2022–23, 
significantly increasing investment to a total of $126.6 million over the next four years, transforming 
Western Australia into a leader in medical research and innovation. 

The third dot point at the beginning of that media statement refers to the “additional $52 million allocated for 
medical research and innovation”. Can the parliamentary secretary take me to where in her table I can find the 
additional $52 million in new investment? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: This question has been asked a number of times and answered a number of times. 
The answer is the same, but in relation to the specific question on the table the member is referring to, which was 
tabled by me yesterday, the amount is the sixth figure down in the fifth column. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Thank you, parliamentary secretary. That is the figure of $52 million. The section 
of the table headed “New research and innovation funding provision” includes $15 million for existing initiatives. 
How can this be for additional medical research and innovation, given $15 million of the $52 million is for existing 
initiatives? The line item for new initiatives has a value of $37 million. Is the minister’s media statement wrong 
when he says that an additional $52 million will be allocated to medical research and innovation when that figure 
is clearly, from the table that the parliamentary secretary presented to the chamber last evening, $37 million? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I answered on Tuesday a number of times, as well as yesterday and today, the 
figure is correct because it is $52 million in new expenditure. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The parliamentary secretary might have explained that but she tabled this paper only 
last evening. I am now referring her to her own document that she tabled. How can an existing initiative be a new 
initiative? The minister said that an additional $52 million will be allocated for medical research and innovation. 
I also take the parliamentary secretary to page 92 of budget paper No 3 of the 2019–20 budget, which states — 

Ahead of the required legislative changes, this Budget makes provision for $52 million of additional 
expenditure for the creation of the Fund. As seen in the figure below, health and medical research 
expenditure will almost double by 2022–23 as a result of this commitment. 

Are these “Existing DoH initiatives” new or existing initiatives? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I have said before, this funding is $52 million of new expenditure, which includes 
$15 million over the forward estimates on existing initiatives. The detail of that has been explained. I refer to the 
same information on page 92 of budget paper No 3, which refers to the health research spending — 

… health and medical research expenditure will almost double by 2022–23 as a result of this commitment. 
That commitment is the $52 million. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: This $15 million in existing DOH initiatives are new initiatives, as the parliamentary 
secretary just said. Can the parliamentary secretary guarantee the chamber that every dollar of this $15 million is 
not yet committed by the state by way of funding agreement or grant, and every dollar of the $15 million will be 
subject to this regime of the bill and the government’s framework that it applies to, and has not yet been executed 
by the state as a funding commitment? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I said on Tuesday and again yesterday, the $15 million over the forward estimates 
is for existing Department of Health initiatives but these have not yet commenced. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I want to reconcile the document the parliamentary secretary tabled yesterday—that is, the 
document with the figures in table format that has been referred to on many occasions—with the media release of 
Thursday, 9 May 2019 in which the Minister for Health and the Premier speak of an additional $52 million. Is the 
additional $52 million they are referring to in that media release the $37 million of new initiatives, being the fourth 
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substantive line item in the tabled document, plus the $15 million for operational and administration costs, being the 
second line item? Is it the addition of those two that makes the additional $52 million the government is referring to? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: No, honourable member. As I have explained before, the new research and innovation 
funding provision, which is the second half of the table we are looking at, consists of an allocation for existing 
initiatives, which I have just explained in response to the previous question, which is an amount of $15 million, 
plus new initiatives, which is $37 million, bringing us to a total of new funding of $52 million. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: If the operational and administration costs of $15 million are not part of the additional 
$52 million, that means they already exist. Is there a provision for operational and administration costs in the 
current financial year? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Yes. We went over this in some detail on Tuesday. This is within the budget but is 
a smaller amount than $5 million, because the $5 million involves all the new functions of the future health research 
and innovation fund. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: What existing operational and administration functions are being funded in the current 
financial year? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The current year’s budget includes managing existing initiatives, including staff 
salaries and policy support for government, as well as other research support functions. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: What is the amount of that funding for the current financial year? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: We do not have the budget information for staff salaries with us for the current year 
because we have provided information on the establishment of the FHRI account. We do not have that information 
with us. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I appreciate that the parliamentary secretary might not have the information with her, but 
I want to be clear. An operational and administration cost is currently being funded by the Department of Health. 
That operational and administration cost includes some staff funding for the purpose of policy support and the like, 
and it is an unspecified figure. Given that the figure is unspecified, what confidence can we have that the existing 
funding for that is $5 million? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Because the operational and administration projected budget was based on actual 
expenditure from previous years. We know it is going to be less than $5 million. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is past practice. Past actual figures are indicative that the cost of operations and 
administration is $5 million? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: They are currently less than $5 million because there may be additional costs. 
Currently, they are less than $5 million. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: When the parliamentary secretary refers to additional costs, does she mean additional costs 
over and above what is happening at the moment for operational and administration because we are now going to be 
using a future health research and innovation fund and account? Are they the additional costs that the parliamentary 
secretary is referring to? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I have been through the costs included in that budget before, but just to remind the 
honourable member, they will include Department of Health staff salaries, remuneration for voting members on 
the advisory group, the cost of conducting consultations to inform the development of the strategy and the priorities, 
as well as the cost of conducting evaluations of the performance of programs and initiatives that are funded by the 
FHRI account. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Given that, parliamentary secretary, why do we refer to the $5 million as existing funding? 
Those things that the parliamentary secretary just read out are not happening at the moment. She has just indicated 
that they will happen in the future. If they will happen in the future, they are not existing. Is it the case that 
the operational and administration line item of $5 million is incorrect? There could be a line item there for 
“existing funding for operational and administration”, which, as the parliamentary secretary indicated, would be 
a figure less than $5 million, and in the second half of the table under “New research and innovation funding 
provision”, there could be an additional line item that says “additional” or “supplementary operational and 
administration costs”; is that right? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: That may be a different way of presenting the information. This is a budget, not an 
actual expenditure. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Prior to the adjournment for the luncheon interval, the parliamentary secretary kindly 
indicated to Hon Martin Aldridge that the operational and administration line item found on the tabled paper is 
currently funded from the Department of Health’s budget. Where does the existing Department of Health initiatives 
line item, which was anticipated to total $40 million for the existing research, currently come from? 
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Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It comes from the Department of Health’s main budget. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The first line item currently comes from the Department of Health’s budget. The second 
line item comes from the Department of Health’s budget. What about the third and fourth line items; where do 
they currently come from? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The top part of the table headed “Existing research funding” comes from the Health 
department’s budget. The part of the table that is headed “New research and innovation funding provision” is 
projected to come from the future health research and innovation account. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I think we are making progress. From here on in, the line items on the first half of the page 
under “Existing research funding” will come from the Department of Health’s budget, and the line items on the 
second half of the page will come through from the fund; is that right? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: All except operational and administration will come from the FHRI account. Again, 
the $52 million refers to expenditure, not the source. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That means that the first line item, which totals some $40 million and which the parliamentary 
secretary indicated currently comes from the Department of Health budget, will now come from the fund. That 
$40 million is clearly a shifting of costs from the Department of Health budget to the fund. I do not see how that 
can be interpreted or read in any other way. Hon Martin Aldridge and I have carefully taken the time to take the 
parliamentary secretary through each of the line items. Unless there has been an error that requires clarification by 
the parliamentary secretary, we have been told that there are four line items. For the first two line items, the source 
of the funding is the Department of Health budget; for the final two, the source of the funding is the future health 
research and innovation fund. Into the future, the first, third and fourth line items will come from the fund, and 
only the second item will come from the Department of Health budget. On that basis, the only reasonable conclusion 
that is available to us is that the first line item has been shifted from the Department of Health budget to the future 
health research and innovation fund. The reason that that is unacceptable is that the parliamentary secretary told 
this chamber on 19 November last year that the FHRI account is not intended to be a substitute for existing funding 
sources. However, the first line item does exactly that. 
I am not sure how this bill can proceed at the present time, unless the government is willing to confirm that the 
information provided to this chamber on 19 November 2019 was incorrect and that what the government actually 
meant to say on 19 November 2019, and what the parliamentary secretary should have said, is that with the exception 
of existing Department of Health initiatives currently underway, which are estimated to be $40 million over the next 
three years, the FHRI account is not intended to be a substitute for existing funding sources. That is the only way in 
which that statement could be made correct. We cannot have the government telling the people of Western Australia 
that it will double the current annual expenditure and position of Western Australia as a centre for research excellence, 
when the information that is provided to us confirms that that is not the case. The government’s own information is 
telling us that over the next three years, some $55 million will be spent from existing sources and that an additional 
$52 million will come from the fund. For starters, that is not double. However, quite apart from that, the more serious 
matter is whether the first line item is being shifted from the Department of Health’s budget into the fund.  
I hasten to add that it would be helpful for the government to understand at this time that the government’s decision 
to do that in and of itself is not wrong. This government, and any future government, is quite within its rights to 
do what is happening here. However, what cannot happen is that the Parliament is misled. We cannot have standing 
on the record in this chamber a statement from the parliamentary secretary that this is not intended to be a substitute 
for existing funding sources, when it is exactly the opposite. It is absolutely intended to be a substitute for existing 
funding sources, to the tune of $40 million over the next three years. We could make good progress if the government 
was willing to accept that that is what is going on and that the statement made on 19 November 2019 was an error. 
It may well have been an inadvertent error. However, now that this new information has been provided, courtesy of 
the document that was tabled yesterday, we will need to have this matter clarified before we are able to move forward. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The information is not new. It has been made available in various forms and in 
a number of different ways in order to assist members’ understanding of the budget funding flows. I understand that 
the honourable member may not agree with, or even like, the approach that the government is taking on the alignment 
of all research and innovation funding. However, that decision has been taken. I have provided this information 
consistently. This approach was in fact referred to in my second reading response. The approach regarding the 
alignment of funding under one source will ensure that all research funding is subject to consistent and rigorous 
standards. It will enable a level playing field, and it can be aligned to achieving strategic goals. It will provide greater 
clarity and transparency for everyone involved in health research and innovation undertaken in Western Australia, 
and for any new participants who may be attracted to health research and innovation in this state. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is not a case of whether I agree or like the approach taken by the government. My view 
about whether I agree or like it in this context is irrelevant. All I am asking for from the government is honesty. 
That is the only thing that we want to see here. I underscore my remarks earlier that this government, and any 
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future government, is entitled to take the approach that it is taking. However, the government is not entitled to mislead 
the chamber. The parliamentary secretary cannot tell people in a second reading speech that it is not intended to 
be a substitute for existing funding sources, when, upon examination under clause 1, it is revealed that that is 
exactly what is going on, and then pretend that that is not the case. It is not a case of whether somebody agrees or 
likes it. As I said, the government is entitled to shift the $40 million from the Department of Health budget to this 
fund. This legislation will allow the government to do that. But the government should be honest that that is what 
is happening here. If we can have some honesty and transparency in this area, we can make progress. 
I remind the parliamentary secretary that prior to the last election, and at or around the same time as this commitment 
was made, the then Leader of the Opposition, Mark McGowan, was quite happy to have his photo taken with 
various luminaries of our state, including Professors Barry Marshall and Bruce Robinson. He was quite happy to 
do that at that time. He also indicated that his government would bring about a gold standard of transparency. Those 
were two different commitments that were made. Clearly, at the time, the research community and the people of 
Western Australia misunderstood what the then opposition leader was intending to do. Everybody at the time 
understood that the then opposition was intending to provide additional funding towards medical research and 
innovation. We now know that a portion will be provided towards that and the other portion will be used to cover 
existing costs. We could say that this is a raiding of the future fund. My colleagues in the Nationals WA have indicated 
that they do not support the passage of this legislation, and I respect their reasons for that. The opposition has said 
that it will support the passage of this legislation, but I must hasten to add that that is because we have always 
understood that the government intended to provide additional money towards health research and innovation, not 
to raid the account to the tune of $40 million over the next three years. That has never been the understanding. 
Why has that not been the understanding? Because in part, on 19 November last year, the parliamentary secretary 
said that it is not intended to be a substitute for existing funding sources. That is how we have come about that 
interpretation and understanding. Members can understand why we have come to that conclusion, if we are now 
being told that, in actual fact, despite the fact that the fund attracts—I think the parliamentary secretary said on 
Tuesday—$46 million interest a year or thereabouts, the amount that will now be provided out of that $46 million 
towards health research and innovation is going to be, in the first year, a figure of less than $30 million—
$29.585 million. That is a darn sight lower than $46 million. Again, I hasten to add that the government is entitled 
to make that decision. If it wants to keep the balance in the fund to continue to accumulate in the fund, or indeed 
in the account, it is entitled to do that. But be honest with the people of Western Australia and confirm that the 
existing initiatives that the government is funding in health research and innovation will no longer be funded by 
the Department of Health’s budget, but will be funded by the FHRI fund. Given that in 2020–21, according to the 
document that the parliamentary secretary tabled yesterday, $18.585 million that would ordinarily have been 
provided by the Department of Health’s budget will now be provided by the fund, on what is the government 
intending to spend the $18.585 million that will now be available in the Department of Health’s budget? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I wish to clarify that the table provided yesterday is information that has been provided 
from many other sources in many other forums, including to members themselves. It is presented as a funding 
flow in order to aid the honourable member’s understanding. I understand that it is in the member’s interest to 
obfuscate on this, particularly to prove his argument, but I entirely reject the accusation that I have misled the 
chamber. As I said in answer to the same question a number of times, this approach is a realignment of funding in 
order to allow greater transparency around all the funding of health research and innovation. This alignment will 
allow the pursuit of long-term and ambitious goals. The way that this is proposed to be realigned will also assist 
with long-term strategic planning. The government will not expend the full amount of the $18 million that the 
honourable member is referring to, unless assured that the research and innovation is top notch. Thus, naturally, 
the amount will be ramped up as capacity builds in the sector. The funding will be used within the framework of 
the strategy and priorities that I talked about in the past. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I did not ask what the $18.5 million would be spent on, regarding the money that will now 
come out of the fund. My question is: on what will the Department of Health be spending the $18.5 million that it 
will now have available in its budget, moving forward? I will clarify that. What I should say is the $13.5 million, 
because the parliamentary secretary has already indicated earlier that the $5 million line item for operational and 
administration costs will continue to be provided by the Department of Health’s budget. It is only the first line item 
that I am interested in. The Department of Health will next year have $13.5 million at its disposal that it would not 
otherwise have, because that $13.5 million will now come from the fund. What will it be spending that money on 
moving forward? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The Department of Health expense limit will be restricted to that. It remains; it is 
the funding source that changes. The $13.585 million will not be provided to Health from the consolidated account. 
That is a decrease in appropriations.  
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I think we are certainly making progress now. If members following this debate 
have been paying close attention, they will know that more and more is being revealed as we go and now it has 
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become crystal clear that what the government is doing with this bill is not just cost shifting to the future fund, but 
also cutting the budget of the Department of Health. I thought that the parliamentary secretary would stand and 
say, “This $13.585 million will assist the government to open regional COVID-19 clinics” or “It will be a down 
payment on the women’s hospital and it may help with some other pressing need in the health portfolio.” But 
according to the evidence provided by the parliamentary secretary, the government will reduce the health 
appropriation by $13.585 million, which is the exact amount that it is cost shifting to the future fund. That is now 
crystal clear to all members, unless the parliamentary secretary rises and corrects the statement that she has just made. 
While I am on my feet, I take the parliamentary secretary to the table that she presented to the chamber yesterday 
titled “Funding Provision Clarification — Future Health Research and Innovation Fund”. I thank her for doing so 
because it certainly clarified for me the creative accounting that is going on inside this government that is leading 
to the cost-shifting and budget-cutting exercise that is occurring. The statement under the title states — 

The 2019/20 State Budget funding flows for the Future Health Research and Innovation Fund are outlined 
below. 

Unless I am mistaken—I want to get this clear at clause 1 because all the other clauses depend on it—the only 
recipient of money from the fund will be the account. That is the only recipient possible under this bill. Should 
this clarifying document state, “The 2019/20 State Budget funding flows for the Future Health Research and 
Innovation Account are outlined below”? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The information is the information; it was just a different way of presenting exactly 
the same information that was provided in the 2019–20 state budget when the FHRI fund did not exist. The purpose 
of the bill is to create the fund. There was and still is no guarantee of it being created. The information is the same 
information that was in the 2019–20 state budget. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Parliamentary secretary, when the state allocates funding under this new regime to 
medical research and innovation, will it come from the FHRI account or the FHRI fund? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It will not come from the capital accumulation. It will come from the interest that is 
contained in the special purpose account. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I do not know why it is so hard for the parliamentary secretary to stand and say, 
“The clarifying document’s wrong. We got it wrong again. In our best endeavours, we’ve actually said something 
that is not the case because we all know that the money will come from the FHRI account.” To that extent, the 
clarifying document is wrong. The clarifying document states — 

… funding flows for the Future Health Research and Innovation Fund — 
Which is wrong — 

are outlined below. 
It includes $15 million, which the parliamentary secretary now says comes from the consolidated fund. Is that not 
another inconsistency in this clarifying document? Will the parliamentary secretary correct this document and 
table the correct clarifying information before we proceed beyond clause 1 of this bill? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I will say this again, but I have pointed it out in the past, although I do understand 
that it assists the honourable member’s personal narrative to suggest that this document is wrong. I point out that 
it states — 

The 2019/20 State Budget funding flows … 
It is not a document about source. It is about the flows of the funding. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I am getting more confused and less clarified as the parliamentary secretary answers 
each question. I think she just outlined another error in the clarifying document. How can we have a 2019–20 
funding flow for something that does not exist? We are dealing with the bill here and now in 2020 and the fund 
and the account will not come into effect until 1 July 2020. Perhaps it should state, “The 2020/21 State Budget funding 
flows for the future health research and innovation account are outlined below”, save for the line that refers to 
operational and administration funding, because that will continue to be funded from the consolidated fund. Is that 
not a more accurate way of correcting this document? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: No. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Clause 1 has proved to be very useful if for no other reason than it has revealed information 
to the Parliament that was not previously available. The first thing that has been revealed in this clause 1 consideration 
is that the health budget henceforth, at least under this administration, will be cut by $13.5 million. Whatever the 
grand total appropriated for the Department of Health at the moment and into the future, it will be $13.5 million 
less a year. Why? It is because the government made that decision, which it is entitled to make but is not prepared 
to accept responsibility for. 
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The second thing that has been revealed is that not all money from the future fund will be applied to additional 
health research and innovation because $13.5 million of that future fund money will in fact be used for research 
and innovation previously covered by the ordinary state government budget. Those two very significant matters 
have never been revealed by the government. There is no mention of either of those two things in the second reading 
speech. Despite the protestations of the parliamentary secretary, that was never revealed on Tuesday or yesterday. 
The first time these revelations have come about has been today. As I have said, that is all well and good, because 
that demonstrates the benefit of these clause 1 considerations, but it remains of significant grievance to me that the 
government continues to pretend, notwithstanding these revelations, which any Western Australian will be able to 
read in Hansard from today onwards, that the account is not intended to be a substitute for existing funding sources. 
Therefore, it is not clear to me how one progresses in these circumstances when the second reading speech has an 
overt and significant error in it. As we know, the second reading speech is used as an aid to interpret legislation 
once it is passed through the Parliament. Into the future, long after we have been here, Western Australians will 
go back to this and say, “Well, hang on a second; we can’t use the money from this account for that particular 
purpose because it was not intended to be a substitute for existing funding sources.” People will pick up the second 
reading speech by the parliamentary secretary, the most significant speech in this debate—there is no more significant 
a speech in the progression of a bill than the second reading speech of the lead member of the government—which 
outlines the policy intent behind the bill. People will seek to administer this account, which, I might add, was 
originally intended not to be touched until 2032. Of course, this government has decided to repurpose it, and here 
we are in 2020, 12 years before time, despite the massive protestations of the likes of Hon Ken Travers and others 
at the time. Again, it is the government’s intention to do that and it is entitled to make these moves, but it needs to 
be honest about it. The point is this: the second reading speech says that the account is not intended to be a substitute 
for existing funding sources, and we now find out the exact opposite; it is intended to be a substitute for existing 
funding sources, to the tune of $13.5 million. How does one progress the bill in those circumstances when there is 
a fundamental error in the key speech of this bill, which will be used for interpretation purposes into the future? 
How does one progress past clause 1 in those circumstances when a government is unwilling to remedy that situation? 
I would have thought that a number of options would be available to the parliamentary secretary at this time, 
including a short adjournment to take advice from the Minister for Health to clarify the exact statement that was 
made then. I hasten to add that on 19 November last year when the parliamentary secretary rose and gave the second 
reading speech, it would have no doubt been in accordance with the ordinary custom and practice that she would 
have read into Parliament the exact speech that was asked of her by the Minister for Health. Therefore, I have no 
interest in apportioning blame for the statement that has been made in the second reading speech; that is really 
irrelevant at this point. It does not matter whose fault it is. A correction needs to be made. Either this account will 
be used as a substitute against existing funding sources or it will not. Moving into the future, those who will administer 
the account will be guided by this document. It is clear to us today that it is absolutely the intention of the government 
that the account’s purpose is to be a substitute for existing funding sources. I wonder whether the parliamentary 
secretary would be willing to take advice from the Minister for Health to clarify this point so that we might be able 
to expeditiously move on and progress this bill. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The clarification that the member has requested is not necessary because, as I said 
in the second reading speech, the future health research and innovation account is not intended to be a substitute 
for existing funding sources. I then went on to clarify that a key design consideration for the FHRI account is that 
it will act to bring additional research and innovation funding into Western Australia, boosting state government 
investment; for example, being able to make money available will provide opportunities to leverage new funding 
from the Australian government. I thank the honourable member for his opinion. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: We are dealing with quite extraordinary stuff in clause 1, and there is a lack of 
recognition by the government of what it is actually doing. I am sure that when this bill sailed through the other 
house, there was not this level of understanding. In fact, I am sure there were probably members who reassured 
themselves with the speech of the minister, who I suspect said exactly the same words as the parliamentary 
secretary, that the future health research and innovation account was not intended to be a substitute for existing 
funding sources, when, clearly, the evidence before the Committee of the Whole House today is that that is exactly 
what it will be. The government could probably get away with it by saying, “Well, it’s not intended to, but, you know, 
a year on, six months on, six years on, our intention was this at the time but what we’ve now done is something 
else.” But before the bill is even passed, the government admitted today that it is going to do exactly the thing that 
it said in the second reading speech it was not going to do. Therefore, those members in the chamber who say that 
they support this, because they believed the media statement of the Minister for Health and the Premier of 
Western Australia on 9 May 2019 that an additional $52 million has been allocated for medical research and 
innovation, have been misled. The government has misled them. Even today at the table, the parliamentary 
secretary refused to admit that to be the case. It is very clear that the government is going to not only siphon money 
from the WA future fund, a fund that it said when it was in opposition that it did not want touched until 2062—
both houses expressed that view and moved amendments—but also cut the budget of the Department of Health. 
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I am still not clear about the $15 million over the next three years for the line item “Existing DoH initiatives” 
under the heading “New research and innovation funding provision” of the $52 million that the government claims 
to be new investment. I asked the parliamentary secretary earlier this afternoon a very simple question: of the 
$15 million for that line item, how much is committed today and therefore will not be subject to the framework, 
strategy and priorities that will exist once the FHRI account and fund is created? I did not get a clear answer. If 
the answer is that that $15 million is committed and we have just slipped to the “new research” section of the table 
because it helps us add it up to $52 million, the cost shift is $18.585 million in the next financial year, which will 
be the cut to the budget of the Department of Health. I again ask the parliamentary secretary this simple question: 
how much of the $15 million in the line item “Existing DoH initiatives” under the heading “New research and 
innovation funding provision” is committed today for medical research and innovation? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I have already said in answer to Hon Nick Goiran, none is committed or under contract. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Why is it existing? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It is because they are existing programs and initiatives. As I answered before, all of 
them will have to meet the requirements of, and come under, the strategies and priorities of the fund. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I think we are going backwards at this point. They are new initiatives that the state 
does not have contracts or agreements in place for, but they are existing initiatives going forward that will need to 
be subject to this framework. I do not think the government can have it both ways on this. It is either a new initiative 
that will be subject to this peer-reviewed governance framework, with all the bells and whistles and advisory groups, 
assessments and studies, or an existing initiative whereby the Department of Health has contractual, financial and 
grant agreement obligations in the order of $15 million over the next three years. The government cannot have it 
both ways; which is it? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I have said before, existing programs will still need to meet an eligibility test to 
receive funding from the future health research and innovation account. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Hon Martin Aldridge has prompted me to look at exactly what the Minister for Health said in 
the other place. Members may recall that earlier I indicated that there is no more important speech in the progress of 
a bill than the second reading speech delivered by the member with carriage of the bill—more often than not, a member 
of the government and, indeed, a minister or their representative. Before I quote what the honourable minister, 
Hon Roger Cook, member for Kwinana, said on 26 September last year, I note that in his case, it was in the twelfth 
paragraph of his second reading speech as recorded in Hansard, whereas for some reason, it is in the sixth paragraph 
of the parliamentary secretary’s speech. I do not know whether that means that six paragraphs that were intended 
to be read into this house were never read. Maybe a page was missing. Be that as it may, in the twelfth paragraph, 
as I counted it, of the speech delivered in the other place on 26 September 2019, the Minister for Health said — 

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

We now have information at our disposal that the lead members of the government responsible for the progression of 
this bill in both houses informed the Parliament, the people of Western Australia and any person wanting to interpret 
this legislation in the future—they have told all those groups of people—that it is not intended to be a substitute for 
existing funding sources, yet today we found out the exact opposite. We know that because of the information provided 
by the parliamentary secretary today, who is adamant that she did not mislead Parliament on 19 November last year and 
is equally adamant that she has not misled Parliament today. We found out today that at least $13.5 million will be 
substituted. As the lead speaker for the opposition on this bill in this place, I share the concerns raised by the lead speaker 
from the National Party, Hon Martin Aldridge, who has come to the conclusion that it is more likely to be $18.5 million. 
I absolutely agree with the honourable member. In fact, I think there is a case to be made to say that it is even more, 
because the parliamentary secretary has told us that the money that has been allocated for operational and administration 
costs, which has been outlined at $5 million, is not currently $5 million. There is a total lack of clarity around that. 

Be that as it may, let us leave that to one side. What we do know with certainty, because even the parliamentary secretary 
concedes this, is that $13.5 million is currently being funded in the Department of Health budget for existing Department 
of Health initiatives in health research and innovation, and that will no longer be the case after the passage of this bill 
because that will all be funded by this particular fund and account. We know that; even the parliamentary secretary 
concedes that. Where there is not a meeting of the minds is in the complete lack of clarity about what is intended by the 
government with this line item. I think it is an infamous line item that indicates that $5 million is intended for existing 
Department of Health initiatives, yet it is said to be a new research and innovation funding provision. It makes absolutely 
no sense whatsoever for the government to say that something is an existing Department of Health initiative and has 
$5 million available to it, but it cannot actually tell us what the items are. It is not existing then; it is available for 
future use. Indeed, as Hon Martin Aldridge has said, clearly that should be a new initiative. Maybe it will assist if the 
parliamentary secretary is in a position to provide us with a list of all the existing Department of Health initiatives. 
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Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I thank the honourable member for his question. The bill before us does not allocate 
funding. The bill sets up the accounts to enable the future operation of the FHRI fund. The bill that we are considering 
does not allocate funding. However, I will answer the question about the annual expenditure. The approximate 
amounts for the research development unit programs as contained in the state budget are $1 million for registrar 
research fellowships, $1 million for clinical research fellowships, $4 million for the WA child research fund, 
$2 million for research translation projects, $2.8 million for research institute support, $6.4 million for the medical 
and health research infrastructure fund, $200 000 for the Clinical Trials and Data Management Centre, and 
$2 million for the National Health and Medical Research Council’s merit awards for near misses. That is a total of 
$19.4 million. These programs have an annual selection round, so there can be an existing program that does not 
have any grant commitments at a particular time, which refers to existing initiatives. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is helpful. The parliamentary secretary has provided a breakdown of the $19.4 million 
of the existing Department of Health initiatives. Is the list the parliamentary secretary was reading from in a format 
that might be convenient for tabling? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I am aware that this information is also available in the annual report. It is approximate 
annual expenditure. I table that document. 

[See paper 3712.] 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: While officers make that document available to interested members like me, I think the 
parliamentary secretary mentioned that an amount of $1 million is currently available for registrar fellowships. What 
exactly are registrar fellowships and by what process can somebody apply for this $1 million for registrar fellowships? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The existing fellowships are contained in the current budget of the Department of 
Health. This bill does not allocate funding; it sets up the account that will enable future funding administration for 
the future health research and innovation fund. I assume that the honourable member is concerned that with the 
increase in funding of $52 million, some of the existing programs may not be provided, but I remind the honourable 
member of what I said before; that is, programs will need to meet the strategies and priorities as set out, provided 
by and developed by the proposed advisory group. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I understand that. Moving forward, access to all this money will basically be dependent 
upon the view of the advisory group. At the moment, there is no advisory group. I want to be able to contrast the 
difference between the two processes. I understand that at the moment some Western Australians are able to access 
up to $1 million for a registrar research fellowship. They may or may not be able to do that in the future depending 
on the view of the advisory group. It will assist us to contrast how the situation is today, in March 2020, and what 
the situation will be like in the future. Can the parliamentary secretary indicate to us the current process by which 
somebody can apply for a registrar research fellowship? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: To progress this, I remind members that the bill does not allocate funding. The bill 
before us sets up the account and the framework with which funding will be allocated, and that includes the advisory 
group, which will provide advice on development of the strategy and the priorities for funding. The guidelines for 
the existing research fellowship that the member asked for are publicly available. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It might be publicly available, but that is not known to me and it needs to be available to 
the chamber now so that we can contrast the difference for somebody who wants to undertake health research and 
innovation in Western Australia today, before this bill passes, and what it will be like for them after this bill passes. 
After the bill is passed, it will be very simple. We know they will have to apply and the advisory group will make 
recommendations to the health minister and he will say either yes or no. But what is the situation at the moment? 
The parliamentary secretary has indicated to us that some $19.4 million is available for a range of Department of 
Health initiatives. One of them is a registrar research fellowship of up to $1 million, but it is not clear to me what 
the process is other than the parliamentary secretary saying that it is publicly available. If that information is not 
readily available to the parliamentary secretary at the moment, that is fine. I do not blame her for that because I do 
not know the answer to that question either. It would be more satisfactory for the parliamentary secretary to indicate 
that is the case and that the information will be provided at a later stage. I wanted to use it as an example rather 
than get bogged down on registrar research fellowships particularly. It might be more helpful if the parliamentary 
secretary could outline the eight categories of programs she has outlined that make up the $19.4 million and the 
process by which a Western Australian can have access to the funds. It can be any one of the eight. I do not mind 
which one she picks. She should let us know which of the eight she would prefer to discuss and what is the process 
at the moment so we can contrast that with what it will be like in the future, which will be subject to the views of 
the advisory group. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Currently, the Department of Health allocates grants without reference to a particular 
set of policy priorities developed by and in consultation with the research and innovation sector. That relates to all 
of those on the table, except the second last one, clinical trials, which is a one-off grant. All the programs have 
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a competitive peer review process except, again, the clinical trials listed there. The competitive peer review process 
will continue under the advisory group and the advisory group will set the priorities. The Department of Health 
will look to develop initiatives and programs based on those priorities. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Is it the case then that, moving forward, the process will be identical to what it is at the 
moment, with the only difference being that the advisory group makes a recommendation to the minister rather 
than the Department of Health making a recommendation to the minister, or is it the case that at the moment the 
minister is not involved in the grants at all? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The advisory group will be able to set targets, will be longer term and forward looking 
and identify issues where we need to innovate and forward plan in consultation with the sector, as distinct from 
a straightforward grant application process that has limited ability to project into that long-term future and limited 
ability to consult widely with the sector. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I refer again to the registrar research fellowship for the sake of an example—I do not mind 
which of the eight program examples we use. At the moment, who is the final decision-maker on the grant for one 
of those fellowships? Moving forward for those same programs, will the final decision-maker be the minister? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It varies. Currently, approval is at the required delegation level, which is contained 
in the Department of Health delegation schedule. More often than not, though, it would be the director general or 
the senior executive level in the future. If this bill is successful, the minister will approve the programs, but not in 
the example the member used—the individual fellowship. If that fellowship was awarded to someone at Fiona Stanley 
Hospital, the broader program would be approved by the minister. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is quite helpful. At the moment, there are eight programs. The minister will determine 
how many programs there are. There may well be eight, there might be fewer, there might be more, but the role of 
the minister is to determine the programs. If that is the case, will the actual decision about who gets the grant, whether 
that be a fellowship or any other one of those types of programs, still be done at that same level as the parliamentary 
secretary indicated—typically the director general or senior executive—depending on the thresholds applicable? 
Will that remain the same? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Grant recipients will be determined through a competitive peer review process. The 
broad strategic direction and policy priorities will be set on advice from the advisory group in consultation with 
the sector, but it would be logically burdensome for the minister to sign contracts valued between $1 000 and 
$10 000. Contracts at that threshold could obviously be appropriately managed by a delegated officer. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Is that one way of saying that the process will be identical? If the director general currently 
signs off on a grant for a registrar research fellowship, for example, that would still be the case under the new regime, 
albeit the new regime I expect is different because, obviously, a greater pool of funds is available; the source of the 
funds is now all coming from the account. The minister will have a role of setting the programs and understanding 
those differences, but in terms of the person who signs off the fellowship—let us call it “registrar research 
fellowship A” and “registrar research fellowship B”—if at the moment the person who signs off on that is the 
director general, is it reasonable for us to expect that it would also be the director general moving forward, or is 
there any intention for that to change? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: There is no intention to change delegation of financial authorities.  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is fine, but that was not my question. I am not interested in the resetting and delegation 
of financial authorities. My question is: if in front of the director general at the moment is a final decision on 
a registrar research fellowship, and he signs off on it, is that going to be the case moving forward? Is there any 
good reason why it would not still be him who signs off? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: There is no logical reason why he would not still be the person who signs off on it. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The role of the director general will be the same and the role of the senior executives will 
be the same, but I take it — 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: No. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: If I have misunderstood, just clarify that. I understood that the role of the director general 
and the senior executives would be the same. If they do not have the same role as they have at the moment, how 
will their role be different in the future? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The fellowship—for example, the equivalent—will still be signed off by the director 
general, but the process for sign-off may be improved by reference to and alignment with the policy priorities and 
strategic direction developed by the advisory group after consultation with the sector. That is the important difference. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 19 March 2020] 

 p1645b-1661a 
Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Alanna Clohesy; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Alison Xamon 

 [14] 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is fair enough, parliamentary secretary; I can understand that. At the moment, the 
director general cannot do that because there is no such thing, but moving forward there will be, because it will 
be created on the advice of the advisory group. In the second reading speech in the other place—I will have to 
double-check to see whether it is also included in the second reading speech in this place—on 26 September last 
year, the Minister for Health said — 

The bill will also establish the FHRI account; — 

The parliamentary secretary has made that point a few times today. However, it goes on to state — 

provide the Minister for Health with the power to make arrangements and make disbursements under 
those arrangements; … 

What is meant by “make arrangements and make disbursements under those arrangements”. I understood earlier 
that the role of the minister was simply to set the programs moving forward. We have identified that there are 
eight programs at the moment and that there may be eight, there may be more or there may be fewer in the future. 
However, the second reading speech seems to indicate that the minister is being given the capacity to do more than 
just set the programs; he will be given the power to make arrangements and make disbursements under those 
arrangements. What is meant by “make arrangements and make disbursements under those arrangements”? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The honourable member’s question goes to proposed section 4C(1)(a) of the bill around 
the statutory powers to make arrangements. This is the framework to establish the delegation of authority for the 
approval and expenditure of funds. It has been created to make it clear that the minister’s power to do that stems 
from this legislation instead of relying on the minister’s general prerogative powers or executive powers—the 
powers arrested in this bill. It is being done in such a way so that the minister should have an express power rather 
than relying on residual power—that is, therefore, in terms of making arrangements and approving arrangements. 
We can talk further about proposed section 4C(1)(a) and (b) at clause 9 if that is helpful for the member. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: We can take that up at that particular clause as the parliamentary secretary says. I will, 
because I am curious about the capacity of the minister to make disbursements, given that I understood it would 
not be the minister who would sign off on these various grants; he would simply be setting the programs moving 
forward. I am happy to take that up at that stage. 

The document that was most recently tabled is headed “Breakdown of current Research Development Unit research 
programs proposed to be funded from the FHRI Fund”. The eight programs total $19.4 million. Why is it that in 
the other document that was provided, which is headed “Funding Provision Clarification”, the existing Department 
of Health initiatives are said to be funded to the tune of $13.585 million. Why is it not $19.4 million? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As it says on the header of the second column, this is an approximate amount. It is 
a budget and not actual expenditure. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is fair enough. I think the parliamentary secretary said earlier that perhaps the seventh 
item in that table, “Clinical Trials and Data Management Centre”, was a one-off of $200 000. Even if I take that off, 
that would reduce it to $19.2 million. I respect what the parliamentary secretary has said that this is an approximate 
figure; nevertheless, on the other document, $13.585 million seems very precise. How was the $13.585 million 
calculated; or, even better, is there a list of the programs that make up that $13.585 million? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I want to point out, first of all, that the document states that the values presented in 
the table are generalised and do not reflect actual forecasts over the forward estimates. It is an indicative budget. 
In that way, it would be unfair to compare it, I guess, with the $13.585 million that is in the other table to say that 
is the actual expenditure. It is not. It is a generalised budget. The actual expenditure for the fellowships or for any of 
those program line items will be reported on in the Department of Health budget through the usual mechanisms—
but I have not checked—such as the annual report, for example, or the budget from the previous year. The actual 
expenditure will be reported on. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I want to ask some questions about the document that was just tabled by the 
parliamentary secretary entitled “Breakdown of current Research Development Unit research programs proposed 
to be funded from the FHRI fund”. It is helping me to understand the previous tabled document, which is entitled, 
“Funding Provision Clarification”. We have thus far identified three areas, of which two were identified by me, 
and one by the parliamentary secretary. Underneath the eight categories under “Program”, there is a footnote 
that states — 

**The Clinical Trials and Data Management Centre funding is projected to continue until 2022/23 
(subject to approval of the 2020/21 budget). 

I think the parliamentary secretary said that is a once-off. However, the footnote states clearly that it is a funding 
commitment of sorts beyond a once-off, subject to budget approval. The next paragraph states — 
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All of the others have annual rounds, each of which is subject to approval. A program could be discontinued, 
however, scheduled payments for individual grants awarded in prior years would still have to be paid. 

This is the clarification that I was seeking with respect to the split of the $13.585 million and the $5 million that falls 
under the categories in the tables. For example, if we look at first program listed, “Registrar Research Fellowships”, 
is it the case that of that $1 million in annual expenditure, some of it would be committed over multiple years and 
some of it would be become available in each of the subsequent financial years? Say, for example, in this financial 
year, $500 000 of that was already committed to existing funding arrangements and research, and $500 000 would 
be available to be committed—so that is where the existing and the new comes in—notwithstanding that the 
research fellowship program is an existing initiative of itself, but within that initiative there are funded and yet to 
be funded fellowships? Before I ask my next question, am I on the right track? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I will say again that the bill before us does not allocate funding; it sets up the account 
and the framework through which funding will be allocated. It sets up the mechanism for advice to be provided on 
the allocation of funding. It sets up the mechanism for the way in which the amount can be transferred from the 
fund to the interest earned to be allocated for innovative health and medical research. The bill does not allocate 
the funding itself. The current allocation of funding will be considered in the context of the overall future health 
research and innovation fund account. The current funding will be applied and considered in relation to the strategy 
and policy priorities as set out by the advisory group that will be established under this bill, which has been consulted 
on widely with the research sector. None of that happens right now. This is funding that has been allocated in this 
financial year. This bill focuses on funding to the sector that will be allocated in future financial years. I can 
entertain the member’s interest in the detail of individual fellowships and funding that has been allocated under 
previous budgets, but this bill does not allocate funding. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I do not disagree with anything the parliamentary secretary just said, it just was not 
the answer to the question that I asked. I thought I got to a point at which we could agree on something, and the 
parliamentary secretary could have risen and said, “We have these clinician fellowships; it’s approximately $1 million 
a year. We have some ongoing commitments already signed, sealed and delivered, so we have to honour those. 
There is some money in that pot that we have not yet allocated. That’s why we have existing initiatives in existing 
research funding and some existing initiative money in the new research and innovation fund.” I could accept as 
an explanation that it is not yet committed, and that the new clinician research fellowships that have not been allocated 
prior to 30 June would be subject to the priorities and the strategies developed by the advisory group, and, ultimately, 
the decision that the minister makes on the recommendation of the director general of the department. What I just 
got from the parliamentary secretary did not confirm or deny what I am hoping to get agreement on, which is trying 
to understand this split of existing Department of Health initiatives between existing and new research. All I can do 
is ask the parliamentary secretary whether I am on the right track in my assessment of these pots of money within 
the current programs and that is why $5 million is represented as it is on the page. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I think that we have been over that $5 million several times today, yesterday and 
Tuesday, and a detailed explanation of its intended expenditure has been provided. I will say again that the bill does 
not allocate the funding itself, and opportunities to discuss the allocation of funding will occur in other forums, if 
we get to the detail in this bill and it is successful, including the state budget and annual reports. There will also 
be other mechanisms for transparency and how future funding will be allocated. The mechanisms that set up the 
fund are contained in this bill. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The parliamentary secretary mentioned that the document that lists the eight programs and 
shows a total of $19.4 million is to be read in the context that the values presented in the table are generalised and 
do not reflect actual forecasts over the forward estimates. Is it the same with the other document, “Funding Provision 
Clarification”? Is that also to be read as generalised? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Yes, because, as we have said before, this is a projected budget, not actual expenditure 
and, of course, it is under active consideration, particularly in the out years. As I said before, it is subject to 
consideration of allocation in the framework of the policy priorities and the strategy to be developed. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is fine. The confusing part is that one document says that there is $19.4 million of current 
research proposed to be funded and the other document suggests $18.5 million. I am just wondering which programs 
are intended to be cut, or maybe the earlier document that said “$18.5 million” should read “$19.4 million”. For 
example, the document that lists a total of $19.4 million suggests that it is intended to continue to fund $1 million 
worth of research fellowships. Is that $1 million worth of registrar research fellowships included in the two line 
items that read “existing Department of Health initiatives”, which are the first and fourth line items on the earlier 
document? Is $1 million worth of registrar research fellowships contemplated in those two line items? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I said before, the document the member is referring to is a generalised budget, 
not actual expenditure. It is not comparing apples with apples and oranges with oranges to compare it to the state 
budget funding flows document. This bill does not allocate funds; it sets up the mechanisms that will allow the 
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account to be established and for funds to be recommended for allocation. It is unfair to ask me to comment on 
future funding when the proposed advisory group has not had the opportunity to do its work and the sector has not 
had the opportunity to participate in policy priorities and strategy development. That would be just conjecture. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Parliamentary secretary, I just want to understand which budget I am supposed to put 
weight on. Is it the budget that indicates that from the next financial year, the budget that is intended to be 
$18.5 million for existing initiatives or is it the document that refers to $19.4 million? Again, I am not particularly 
fussed which one it is, but we need clarity as to which one is the budget. Someone decided to put $13.585 million 
as the line item for existing research funding for existing Department of Health initiatives. It would be useful if 
we could be provided with a breakdown of which of the eight programs make up the $13.585 million. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I said to the honourable member when the document was tabled, this is not the 
budget for the fund. The document that the member is referring to is a breakdown of the current budget of the 
Department of Health’s research unit. It was not offered as, nor was it intended to be, a budget for the health research 
and innovation fund. It was offered on the basis of a question asked specifically about the research development 
unit. Therefore, it would be inappropriate to even consider that they are similar documents. As I said, this bill does 
not provide funding to projects; rather, it sets up the mechanism for the allocation of interest from the fund and 
provides the framework, if you like, for the development and provision of priorities and strategies for future funding. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I think that helps, parliamentary secretary. Is it the case then that this document titled 
“Breakdown of current Research Development Unit research programs proposed to be funded from the FHRI Fund”, 
which totals $19.4 million, is an indicator that currently in the budget for this financial year, $19.4 million is 
available for the eight programs? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: No. As I have mentioned before, this is not a budget; it is a generalised forecast. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Is it a generalised forecast for the upcoming financial year? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: No. This is based on historical values and potential future allocations. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That does not even make sense, parliamentary secretary, because the document is titled 
“Breakdown of current” programs. The word “current” means the present; it means it is happening now. These 
eight programs are underway and this is a breakdown of the current programs that are proposed to be funded into 
the future using the FHRI fund. If these programs are currently underway, what is the annual expenditure at the 
moment for the eight programs? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I said before, all the others, bar the clinical trials, have annual rounds of funding. 
I also said that a program could be discontinued, but that payments for individual grants awarded in prior years 
would still have to be paid. That is why it is a generalised forecast and not actual expenditure. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I understand that, parliamentary secretary, but the question was: what is the sum total being 
expended on the current programs? Before the parliamentary secretary, frankly, wastes more time on clause 1 by 
telling me that it is 19 March so she cannot tell me what the amount will be for the current financial year because 
we have not yet hit 30 June, I make the point that there must be an amount in the current budget for 2019–20. This 
is all because the government refuses to correct the record and confirm that it is siphoning some $20 million away 
from its current budget and is cutting the health budget by a minimum of $13.5 million from next year. The 
government must surely know how much money is available for registrar research fellowships. It must surely know 
how much is available for clinical research fellowships. It must know how much is available in the WA child research 
fund for this year. It must know how much is available for research translation projects. It must know how much 
is available for research institute support. It must also know how much is available for the medical and health 
research infrastructure fund. It must know what is available for the clinical trials and data management centre, and 
it must know about its merit awards. Why must it know that? Because the government has provided us with 
a breakdown of current research development unit programs. Somebody is doing work inside this famous research 
development unit that exists at the moment. Somebody is receiving a salary. At the moment, somebody in their 
role in the research development unit is receiving money from the taxpayers of Western Australia. There must be 
at least one Western Australian who has that information at their disposal, and that person, who is receiving a wage 
from the taxpayers of Western Australia, should provide the information to the Minister for Health so that he can 
provide it to the parliamentary secretary. That person is in charge of a heck of a lot of money at the moment. It 
might be $19.4 million for all I know, in accordance with this tabled document, or it might be $18.5 million, as 
per the other document that has been provided. Whatever the figure is, somebody in government must know. 
The opposition wants to know exactly how much money is being expended on health research and innovation at 
the moment, so that we can compare and contrast that with what it will be like in the future. There is no point in us 
passing the bill in its current form if the government cannot tell us how much money it is spending on health research 
and innovation at the moment. These documents, which presumably have been provided solely to confuse and delay 
the progress of the bill, are unhelpful. If it is the case that the parliamentary secretary does not have that information 
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at her disposal at the moment, that is fine, but I ask her to please take it on notice and indicate when we can be 
provided with this information. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: We discussed this on Tuesday and again on Wednesday. I understand that it is in the 
member’s interest to continue with this narrative, but it is not in the interest of the bill or the health and medical 
research community that this continue, particularly because this bill does not allocate funding; it sets up the 
mechanisms by which funding can be allocated. In the interests of answering the member’s question, research funding 
actual expenditure for 2017–18, for example, was $20 million. Research funding actual expenditure for 2018–19 
was $20 million. Projected expenditure for 2019–20 is $19 million. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is fine, because that explains why the parliamentary secretary provided a list that 
details $19.4 million. What it does not explain is why the government is prepared to expend only $18.5 million 
moving forward. The question to which the people of Western Australia are entitled an answer is: why is $1 million 
worth of research funding being cut by the WA Labor government? It was $19.5 million and now it is going to be 
$18.5 million. That means that some poor person who is undertaking research at the moment is going to be shunted 
out of the picture. These people are entitled to know if they are going to be pushed out. 
Committee interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 1672.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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