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LOTTERYWEST GRANTS — VICTORY LIFE CENTRE 
Statement 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [5.28 pm]: I have a couple of comments to make. I will be 
really, really disappointed if what I think is going to happen to this house after this is finished actually happens. If 
the Leader of the House takes us down this road, she will be taking us even lower than I ever, ever, ever imagined 
she would. 
Hon Donna Faragher: Two weeks in. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes. I just cannot believe it and I just despair where this chamber is going. I will not 
take too long. I must say that I will be away on urgent parliamentary business, unfortunately. I have committed to 
a police graduation at Joondalup, and I really want to be there. I cannot believe that the Labor Party is taking the 
Legislative Council down this path. 
Hon Dan Caddy made some comments last night with regard to my comments on Lotterywest. I would like to 
respond, and that is only appropriate, because I feel that my comments were worthy and justify a response.  
First, I do not recant one word of what I said on Tuesday night. Every single thing that I said on Tuesday night 
was completely factually accurate. It was based on answers to questions that I have received in this chamber and 
on FOI documents, so it was completely accurate. The honourable member also alluded to a couple of issues with 
the Lotterywest issue. I would like to point out to him that in addition to Lotterywest, I spent a considerable amount 
of my time talking about the lack of professionalism coming from the Premier’s office, particularly with regard 
to the response to questions. The member conveniently forgot to mention that. There was an insinuation in the 
member’s comments, and I hope he did not mean this, that somehow my motivation in the process that I have 
taken on the Lotterywest issue was sexist and I was doing it because Susan Hunt is a woman. If that is the case, 
that is completely factually incorrect. I would have taken this action if Paul Andrew were the CEO. It has nothing 
to do with Susan Hunt as an individual, as a woman, a man or however she identifies. It has nothing do to with 
that. I want to make that perfectly clear. 
I also point out that the honourable member mentioned that, from the goodness of his heart, he tried to get through 
to me to name any CEO from organisations that have a similar view to those of Margaret Court, and I could not 
name anyone. There are problems here. As I said at the time, he thought that that was somehow a smoking gun in 
my argument. I can say to the member that it is not. I say two things. First, the member perhaps needs to acquaint 
himself with standing order 50, which states that interjections are unparliamentary. Quite frankly, I did not understand 
what the member was saying at all, but it has no foundation with regard to the fact that I did not know the names 
of any CEOs from other organisations, as though that somehow diminishes what occurred with Margaret Court 
Community Outreach. 
I will go through that very briefly. I am sure members have better things to do with their time, but I suggest to 
members that if they want to go back and look at my speech, they will see that I went through the entire issue, and 
through all the questions I have asked and the number of the FOI documents—there are piles more; I can assure 
the member there are plenty more to come. 
On 25 May, I asked a question in this house of the Leader of the House representing the Premier. I was trying to 
work out whether there were other issues. I said in part — 

I refer to the Premier’s response to question without notice 117 asked on Thursday, 13 May 2021. 
(1) I refer to the following comment … 

When organisations complete their application are there guidelines that they get to 
review and can we point to the fact they don’t meet the guidelines as outlined in the 
application process as well? 

Do such guidelines exist in the application process; and, if so, where in any of the documentation 
is it required to be completed? 

The answer from the Premier’s office was — 
(1) Yes. The requirement is outlined on the Lotterywest website under “Grants”, “Supporting the 

Most Vulnerable”, “Crisis and Emergency Relief Assessment Criteria”, and then item 4, 
“Organisational capacity”. 

As I said on Tuesday, we need a street directory to actually find it. I challenge anyone to try to find whether there 
is anything that identifies that people have to adhere to a particular standard or to the attitudes of the Lotterywest 
board. It does not exist. Lotterywest simply got caught out. Look at all the FOI documents. Guidelines do not exist. 
It comes down to one sentence. Lotterywest’s whole argument is based on this one sentence. After twenty minutes, 
I actually found this line. It is the third dot point under item 4, “Organisational capacity”, which states — 
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How will your organisation provide services according to good practice principles (for example, offering 
dignity, choice and ensuring services are inclusive and non-discriminatory)? 

That does not say that an organisation will not get a grant if it does not adhere to Lotterywest values. Sorry; I am 
a little confused as to what the honourable member was talking about. But by his own assumption that means someone 
can have views that are contrary to the Lotterywest board but they cannot speak about them publicly. I could not 
quite work out the member’s logic there. My point in identifying this is that one person was identified, one person 
solely, and that was Margaret Court. If members saw all the FOI documents, they would understand why I would 
come to that conclusion. I can assure members that if I felt there was not anything there, I would not have pursued 
it. With due respect to the honourable member, his claim was without foundation. The guidelines just do not exist 
anywhere on the Lotterywest website. 
The second issue that I have is with the Premier’s office. I have had this issue for the last four years. As Leader of 
the Opposition, I asked a multitude of questions and I got some of the smug and juvenile responses we get from that 
office. It really makes you wonder. It makes you shake in disbelief. I asked a number of questions trying to work out 
from the Premier’s office what happened with this issue. The very first question I asked was whether any church 
had applied for Lotterywest grants et cetera. The response was — 

Decisions on grant applications from LotteryWest are made by the LotteryWest board, which is independent 
of Government. 

That was after, as I mentioned on Tuesday night, Lotterywest provided the Premier’s office with a response, but 
the Premier’s office then decided to give me the response that it is independent of the government, which is wrong. 
It is manifestly wrong. I pointed out to the Premier the next day that it was wrong according to—I will not go through 
it again because I read it in on Tuesday—the Lotteries Commission Act. He can have access to that information 
to answer parliamentary questions. I asked again why the Margaret Court Community Outreach operated by 
Victory Life Centre application was rejected. This is after another two questions, because they were trying to be 
too smart by half. The response was — 

The board expressed concerns about Lotterywest being associated with the public statements … by the 
organisation’s founder on gay and lesbian issues and on marriage equality. 

That was the response in its entirety. After I got all the FOI documents, as I mentioned on Tuesday, they referred 
to other issues again. When I asked the Premier again whether it was only one issue, he came back with — 

The proposal was rejected for a number of reasons, including concerns about Lotterywest being associated 
with these public statements. 

That is completely contrary to the first response I got. That is my point. The issue that I spent a significant amount 
of time on with my contribution regarded the professionalism of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. The 
honourable member worked in that department. I do not know him very well at this stage; initial impressions are 
quite positive, but I am really disappointed with this. I really hope he was not responsible for any of these questions 
because if that is the standard he is going to bring into this chamber, he is not going to last long. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Where do you think he’s going to go? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Look, those responses — 
Hon Dan Caddy interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: You were responsible for the answers. 
Hon Dan Caddy: I did not say that. I said I was not responsible for the questions. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: If the member was responsible for those answers, quite frankly, they were absolutely juvenile. 
If they came from the honourable member or some of his colleagues, he is not the one who has to answer for them 
because, of course, whose signature is on the bottom of them? It is the Premier’s. Who answers them in this place? It 
is the Leader of the House. The Premier agreed to it, so I can assume that the Premier thinks that is appropriate. 
The final thing Hon Dan Caddy said was that this bashing of Lotterywest has to stop. It will not stop. When 
Lotterywest stops this politicisation and when the Premier’s office becomes more professional, it will stop. Before 
that, it will not stop. As I said, I just felt I needed to respond to that. I appreciate the member’s comments but I simply 
do not agree with them. 
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