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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [8.10 pm]: I start by congratulating the President on her election 
to that position. I hope she does well in that role. I will come back to that in a moment. I also congratulate you, 
Mr Deputy President (Hon Martin Aldridge); it is a role that I am sure you will perform in a very distinguished 
manner. I would like to pay my, dare I say it, sincere congratulations to the government on what was an absolutely 
emphatic win, probably unseen globally in any liberal democracy. We cannot deny that. I can say without a shadow 
of a doubt that the COVID-19 pandemic was largely responsible for the magnitude of the victory. It was definitely 
an opportunity for the public of Western Australia to say, “Thanks, Mark”, because, quite frankly, there is nothing 
more compelling in human life than survival. When we get back to that raw human instinct of safety and survival, 
of course we know that our protector deserves recognition. That is what we have with the re-election of the Labor 
government. Congratulations, guys. The enormous majority that the Labor Party now has in both houses comes 
with enormous responsibility. No longer will we hear ad infinitum through the bleatings from those in the other place 
that it was the terrible Liberal Party in the upper house that stymied any sort of legislation, which was a load of 
rubbish the whole time, and I will go through that in a moment. It is all yours, guys. You only go around once. This 
a genuine opportunity. If you want to do reform and do it with the consent of the public, which you have at the 
moment, you cannot blame anyone else. 
I will go through a few things with regard to the chamber. I am delighted to be here. I am back sitting in exactly 
the same seat in which I started 16 years ago. I sat in this seat as a raw, naive backbencher. I have done the rounds—
I have been a backbencher, a frontbencher in the opposition, a minister, Leader of the House and Leader of the 
Opposition, and I am back in this seat again. Can I say to whoever is sitting over there, just watch yourself, because 
in four years I will be back there. No, I will not! I can promise you; this is it! Having said that, I am delighted to 
be back. I can assure members that I have as much fire in my belly right now as I did on that day back in 2005. 
If members go back and look at my maiden speech, one thing I said was that I felt that the upper house was a house 
of my choosing. I have great respect for the upper house. I think we do things a lot better up here. We definitely scrutinise 
legislation more forensically. We make sure that legislation leaves this place in a better state than when it arrived. 
Generally, there is much more consensus between the government and the crossbench, and that is very, very good. 
Having said that, the conventions of the chamber are vital. We can rely on the numbers. I had a whopping majority 
when I was Leader of the House as well, but we never abused it. I would like to think that members opposite will 
not do that either. We do not abuse it. We do not use the gag and the guillotine like the rank amateurs in the other 
place do. We make sure that everyone who wants to have a say gets a say. Sometimes games are played. The other 
side does it, and we do it. I can assure members opposite that all the terrible things they hear about us we will 
defend, and I am sure we will say some terrible things about them. I will say that members opposite cancelled pairs 
at one stage when they could not get their own way in the last term of government, which was unheard of. Might 
I also say that they made us sit for 24 hours. I sat in that seat right there until nine o’clock the next morning, on a bill 
that the opposition supported. Three months in, they tested me out, eyeball to eyeball, and I did not blink. All I am 
saying is that those sorts of things happen. That comes with the chamber. I am not being self-righteous here; I am 
just saying that in 16 years in this place, I have seen it happen on both sides. 
I will just take the opportunity to comment on something that Hon Pierre Yang said. Unfortunately, he is away on 
urgent parliamentary business. We had a sermon on the mount from Hon Pierre Yang on 5 May 2021 when he stood 
up with a Bible in his hand and said — 

I choose to use the word “bible” because I am a Christian. I am a Catholic. This is the bible for us. We 
have a duty to uphold the standards of this house. We have a duty to make sure that no-one puts forward 
a motion that is trying to subvert and achieve some insidious intent by setting up a select committee when, 
as a matter of fact, it is a standing committee. 

I do not have a problem with him having an argument, but to stand there and hold up the Bible, quite frankly, I found 
that offensive. I thought he was better than that. I hope he does not do that again. If we are talking about standards 
and convention, I will put my reputation on the line any day. I can tell members that I will never breach conventions. 
I did not do it when I was over there, and I will not do it when I am over here. 
In Hon Pierre Yang’s response to the Address-in-Reply on 29 April 2021, he stated in part — 

In her speech, Hon Dr Sally Talbot discussed the important progress Western Australia has achieved in 
gender equality and female political leadership. I want to echo her celebratory remarks. Western Australia’s 
first female Governor was Hon Kerry Sanderson …; Hon Sue Ellery is the Leader of the Government in 
the Legislative Council; and Hon Kate Doust was the first female President of the Legislative Council. 
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There are a couple of things there. First, we appointed Kerry Sanderson to be Governor; our government did that. The 
second thing is that Hon Kate Doust came in as the President of this chamber. But let us not forget that the Leader of the 
House—I will remind members of this, particularly the new members—did everything that she could to get a male from 
this side of the chamber to take on that role. It was 18–all, as in there were 14 Labor and four Greens members and, dare 
I say it, the centre right had 18 members, from a plethora of parties. On any good day, we could count on 18 votes, if we 
did our work. I can tell members that after four years in that seat, it was like herding goldfish every day, trying to get the 
seven parties to get together. It was really tough, but that was our job. If we worked with those parties and convinced 
them, we would get them across the line. But, of course, we would have lost the opportunity to get a majority if we had 
taken out the President. Hon Kate Doust logically, and automatically, should have been President. She of course lost her 
potential role as a minister because Hon Alannah MacTiernan came back in. She had decided she was going to have 
a comeback. She had done the rounds. She had done the lap of honour of every Parliament in Australia and decided that 
she would come into the Legislative Council again. What actually happened was that Hon Kate Doust had to have 
something to do, but the Leader of the House tried to get one of our guys to take on the presidency. Go figure! 
Hon Kyle McGinn: You had women on your side as well. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Beg your pardon? 
Hon Kyle McGinn: You said “to get a male to take the position”. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, we did. 
Hon Kyle McGinn: Okay. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Why did they not take one of our women? 
Hon Kyle McGinn: That is what I am saying. It was an opportunity for you to do that. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: The member is absolutely missing the point here. The point is that the bastions of the 
suffragette movement over there carry on all the time about how wonderful they are at women’s recognition et cetera, 
yet when they had a woman who logically should have been President, they tried to sacrifice that role because they 
wanted the numbers. It all came down to the numbers. I say to those members who are with us now, new members 
in particular, that they should take a bit of time every now and again to go into the President’s chamber and look 
at the paintings. They will see all the former Presidents. What they will see is Presidents who stopped being President 
either as a result of losing the election or of their own volition. None stopped being President because their party 
turfed them out. There will be one there now, and that is Hon Kate Doust. I cannot believe it. It is not a reflection 
on the role of the current President. I am not saying anything about her integrity, her capacity or her ability; I am 
defending the integrity, the capacity and the ability of Hon Kate Doust. 
Hon Kate Doust did what she should have done. She upheld the integrity, the fortitude and the conventions of this 
chamber. That is her terrible crime and the reason she was not reappointed. As I said, the conventions of this chamber 
are sacrosanct and she refused to be bullied. We will go into all this Corruption and Crime Commission stuff and 
read the reports, and we will see that what Hon Kate Doust was doing as head of the Standing Committee on Procedure 
and Privileges was 100 per cent correct. She did not go weak at the knees at the prospect of losing preselection or 
her presidency. She upheld the conventions of this chamber. She was meticulously and ruthlessly professional in 
her rulings all the time, always, because she is a woman of integrity. She respects the sovereignty of Parliament like 
no other. Hon Kate Doust is a principled woman of enormous integrity. I respect her so much. I am so disappointed 
that she has not retained that position. As I said, it is not a reflection on the current President. I have enormous 
respect for Hon Kate Doust and I congratulate her on the job of work that she did. Pretty much I know without doubt 
that every single member of the previous Parliament on this side of the chamber, and the Greens, would agree with 
me and, dare I say it, most of the Labor Party would also agree with me that she did an outstanding job. As a result 
of that, history will reflect extraordinarily positively upon Hon Kate Doust—a woman of integrity, a woman who 
upheld the principles and conventions of this chamber—and I wish her well. 
Having said that, I will quickly move on to what happens with one of the other conventions. We have this issue 
with bills that get passed at the end of each session. We stand behind the chair and the leaders determine what bills 
are going to get through. I nearly had a coronary the other day when I heard Hon Alannah MacTiernan state, in 
part, during a response to a question on the Building and Construction Industry (Security of Payment) Bill 2021 — 

We are introducing the Building and Construction Industry (Security of Payment) Bill 2021 today. The 
Building and Construction Industry (Security of Payment) Bill 2020 passed through the Legislative Assembly 
in November 2020, but, unfortunately, did not make it through to the Legislative Council due to the opposition 
members’ refusal … 
… to sit beyond the scheduled 2020 parliamentary year to consider the bill. 

Members can wonder why we were apoplectic. It is rubbish. It is garbage. That came out in the media release as 
well. I remind members that we make a determination. The party leaders come to an agreement on what bills will 
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get through. On 7 September 2020, all the leaders got a list of the bills that the government wanted passed in the last 
five weeks of the session. There were 18 of them. It was never going to happen. We had a whole pile of bills, including 
the Electoral Amendment Bill; the Road Traffic Amendment (Immobilisation, Towing and Detention of Vehicles) 
Bill; the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill; the Swan Valley Planning Bill; and the Births, Deaths and 
Marriages Registration Amendment (Change of Name) Bill. The government added the draft Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Bill and the National Disability Insurance Scheme (Worker Screening) Bill, but there was no Building and 
Construction Industry (Security of Payment) Bill. That was not on the list. It was never there. 
Every single time after Parliament rose last year, the Attorney General and the Premier were out there bleeding on 
about the terrible Liberals who stymied the legislation. Every time they got a question on why a bill did not get 
through, they would respond, “It was the terrible Liberals. They’re shockers. They’re the ones who stymied the bill.” 
That is absolute garbage, but it is very convenient for the government to say it. Is the media going to be honest? 
That is not a sexy topic. It is not going to worry about that. All I am saying is that what we have here is misleading 
Parliament. It did not happen. I then sent several emails back to the leader’s office and said, “Look, we will pass 
the bills through. Just tell us what bills you want to get passed by the last week.” I have been here for 16 years. 
Every single time that is how it has been done. We agree. We have an agreement. I say to the Leader of the Opposition, 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas, be careful what we agree to next time, because if we do not agree to it, the government is 
going to go out there and lambaste us yet again. There is no integrity behind this anymore. The whole convention of 
coming to an agreement at the end of a parliamentary session does not exist anymore. The government has cancelled 
its pairs; it has ensured that what we decide with regard to agreements on legislation means nothing. Its thumping 
majority is good, but these guys should remember that the seeds of destruction for a government are always sown in 
Parliament. They really are. If government members take that attitude and think Parliament is a bit of an inconvenience 
and a pithy little thing that gets in the way of its agenda, I promise they will start to pay for it. That rubbish about 
legislation is without foundation. I always worked with the Leader of the Government, as I did when I was Leader of 
the Opposition, to ensure that we compromised on legislation. If the government said that it would like to get through 
five bills, we would get them through. The list of 18 bills that we were provided back on 7 September did not change 
and it did not include the five or six that we keep hearing about from members down the other end. 
It is a unique opportunity. I welcome the new members. As members will find in this place, we get on a lot better, 
believe it or not, than the members in the other place do. We get on pretty well. We have our fights but we go out 
of the chamber on a Wednesday and Thursday afternoon and have a cup of tea and everything is fine, but it does 
not mean we do not go for the jugular when we are in here. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: You’re a good bloke, Hon Kyle McGinn. I will not let people tell me otherwise. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: He has his moments. He is from my home town. 
Over my parliamentary career, I have pursued several issues when I have found that there was an issue literally to 
be pursued. It went beyond the realms of the normal gamut of portfolio responsibility. One was the Balga Works 
Program when I first came in, and I identified some very serious issues with a flawed training mechanism that 
existed. Some of the most marginalised students in our community were being exploited. The outcome of that review 
was great. Again, at that time the government came to the review kicking and screaming but we got it. There have 
been several others. I will not go into them at this stage, but one that has come to my attention over the last six months 
and is a real concern to me is Lotterywest. I have asked dozens upon dozens of questions. I have made FOI requests. 
I have made a number of speeches, and the deeper I dig, the worse it gets. Without a shadow of a doubt, Lotterywest 
is precariously on the brink of becoming a political arm of the Labor Party, and that is a real shame. An agency such 
as Lotterywest, which has extraordinary public respect because of its grant process, has a question mark over its head. 
I say at the outset that Margaret Court is one of my closest friends. I say that quite unapologetically. However, I am 
not a member of the Victory Life Centre, and never have been. I do not attend. I am not a member of any church. My 
motivation with Lotterywest has nothing to do with my personal association with Margaret Court, which stems entirely 
from tennis. I coached with Margaret for about 20 or 30 years. She is a valued friend, as is Barry and their four children 
and their children. They are valued friends of mine. My issue was prompted by a phone call from Barry Court in October 
last year. Barry said to me that he was concerned because the church applied for a grant for a freezer van for its 
community outreach centre to assist with the distribution of food and supplies. Particularly with COVID, the church 
was literally pouring out tonnes of food every week, and it could not keep up. They said that they put in an application. 
It was rejected. They were called in to see the CEO and Susan Hunt told them in no uncertain terms that they were not 
going to get it because of Margaret Court’s attitude towards same-sex marriage. I thought it was strange that that would 
be the only reason, so I looked into it. I identified some serious issues regarding the Lotterywest grant process. I asked 
Barry to put in writing what actually happened. I will table this email for everyone to have a look at. He said, in part— 

After many communications, we were advised to meet Jenna Leslie and Susan Hunt from Lotterywest. 
This meeting we presumed was to convey some positive news. 
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This was not the case and we were advised that no funding would be given to Margaret Court Community 
Outreach (MCCO) or any other organisation that Margaret Court was associated with. This was specifically 
because of Margaret Court’s stand on her opposition to same sex marriage. 

The email is quite lengthy. The other person at that meeting from Margaret Court Community Outreach was 
Bryam Robayo. He said — 

Then Susan proceeded to reveal the outcome of the grant application, by stating that the Board of directors 
of Lotterywest has unanimously agreed not to approve the grant due to Ps Margaret views on same-sex 
marriage and what she has said in the past. 

I seek leave to table that email in its entirety. 
[Leave granted. See paper 240.] 
Hon PETER COLLIER: The community outreach centre itself assists around 5 000 families a week, particularly 
as a result of COVID. It went from 1 647 clients in December 2019 to 6 402 clients in July 2020. It is literally 
delivering over 75 tonnes of food to almost 5 000 people a week. All it is asking for is a van to assist in the process. 
The Courts put in their original application in 2018. It took two years to get a response, which was no, so Barry and 
Margaret wrote to the Premier. The letter reads, in part — 

We have had an application with the Lotterywest for over 2 years and this week have been informed that 
the application has been unsuccessful due to the changes in Lotterywest grants program to support 
organisations dealing with the community impacts of COVID-19. They have advised that funds have 
been reprioritised to establish the COVID-19 Relief Fund to respond to the hardship being experienced 
by the WA Community as a direct or indirect result of the pandemic. 
To be advised that our application has not progressed is very disappointing. Prior to the COVID-19 
pandemic MCCO distributed 32-42 tonnes of food per week. Today we are distributing over 62 tonnes of 
food per week. 

That went up to 75 tonnes a week. 
The Premier wrote back and said — 

Unfortunately, I have no capacity to override the decision by Lotterywest not to support an application. 
However, I am advised that Lotterywest is presently receiving applications under the Emergency and Crisis 
Relief program which is a key program of the new Lotterywest COVID-19 Crisis Relief Fund. I believe 
that your organisation has recently been in contact with Lotterywest about a new application. 

After the Courts received this letter from the Premier, they thought that the new grants program was a good idea 
and that they would apply for it. They thought they were onto a bit of a winner in getting a recommendation from 
the Premier to write to Lotterywest. Of course he cannot intervene, but he recommended for them to write. As a result 
of that, they got a meeting with Susan Hunt, who told them in no uncertain terms that because of Margaret Court’s 
views on same-sex marriage, they were not going to get funded. 
It was also relayed to them on 7 October 2020 via letter. It states, in part — 

As discussed at the meeting of 2 October 2020 with Mr Barry Court and Mr Bryam Robayo, I regret to 
advise you that your application was unsuccessful. 
Under our legislation, Lotterywest has discretion as to which eligible organisations receive Lotterywest 
funding. I confirm that the Lotterywest Board unanimously agreed not to support your application. 

That certainly does not reflect anything about the conversation with Barry Court—nothing at all. I then decided 
that I would pursue this matter and find out exactly why the application was rejected. I submitted a general question 
to the Premier on 7 October and asked whether any church had recently applied for, or expressed an interest in, 
a Lotterywest grant that had been refused. It was a three-part question, and that is important. I will come back to 
this very important question. The Premier replied — 

(1)–(3) Decisions on grant applications from LotteryWest are made by the LotteryWest board, which is 
independent of Government. 

That is absolute rubbish, but I am used to that in the responses from the Premier’s office. I always get the hand. 
Then on 21 October, I asked — 

I refer to the Leader of the House’s response to question without notice 1056, asked on Tuesday, 
13 October 2020, and to section 26(2) and section 26(5) of the Lotteries Commission Act 1990 which 
state, in part, respectively — 

For parliamentary processes or for the proper conduct of the Minister’s public business, the Minister 
is entitled to have information in the possession of the Commission and to have and retain copies 
of documents. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4110240c0ca410da60ffd07f482586e800040cc2/$file/tp-240.pdf
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And — 
parliamentary processes means for the purpose of — 

(a) answering a question asked in a House of Parliament; 
It cannot be answered. It is in the act. I knew that. The Premier replied, “No proposal has been received from 
Victory Life church.” No; it was not. It was from Margaret Court Community Outreach, which operates through 
Victory Life Services. We get this rubbish from the Premier’s office all the time. I do not know who does the questions 
up there, but they need to grow up! 
The next day I asked — 

Was a grant proposal to Lotterywest that was recently lodged by Margaret Court Community Outreach, 
operating through the Victory Life Centre, rejected? 

The Premier’s response was quite categorical. He replied — 
The board expressed concerns about Lotterywest being associated with the public statements made by the 
organisation’s founder on gay and lesbian issues and on marriage equality. 

That is quite unambiguous. That is why the application was rejected. That was reinforced by a holding statement 
from Lotterywest, which I received through FOI on 1 October 2020. It states, in part — 

This decision has been made on the basis that it does not want to be associated with the comments and 
stated beliefs of the founder and Chair of MCCO. 

Also, Susan Hunt actually said it to Nadia Mitsopoulos on ABC radio on 8 October 2020. According to my notes, 
she said, in part — 

So that’s really why in this case the Lotterywest Board in their decision-making around which grants they 
would support felt that the grants from the Margaret Court Community Outreach Group didn’t fit with that 
approach because of the public statements of the founder not aligning to our strong commitment to inclusion 
and diversity. 

Nadia Mitsopoulos responded — 
And specifically that was in reference to Margaret Court’s views on same-sex marriage? 

Susan Hunt responded — 
Yes. And the LGBTQI community more broadly, where she has been very outspoken, and from the feedback 
that we get and many of your listeners might also hear, people have been quite damaged and quite hurt 
and offended by that, and that really doesn’t align what Lotterywest is about and I think what the majority 
of the community values about being Western Australia. 

Unambiguously, that is why Lotterywest denied them the grant. There are numerous other examples I received 
through FOI that completely reinforce that yes, Lotterywest did not provide the grant because of Margaret’s views 
on same-sex marriage. For example, the minutes of the Lotterywest board meeting on 22 October 2020 state — 

The Board discussed the potential risks and agreed to the CEO’s proposed approach; confirming that the 
comments and stated beliefs of the founder and Chair of MCCO do not align with those of Lotterywest. 
The Board affirmed Lotterywest’s commitment to equality and inclusion in unanimously rejecting the 
MCCO’s application for funding. 

I really wanted to know whether that was the actual reason. I put in the FOI application and it took months to get 
it back. It was always being rejected and the government wanted to constrain the time frame or the amount. When 
I received the FOI documents, they raised more questions than they answered. Without a doubt, they led me to the 
conclusion that if this continues, Lotterywest will rapidly go down the path of becoming a political arm of the 
Labor Party. 
When I asked the Premier whether Margaret Court Community Outreach had been rejected, and why it had been 
rejected, remember, members, his original response was as follows — 

(1)–(3) Decisions on grant applications from LotteryWest are made by the LotteryWest board, which is 
independent of Government. 

That is the response from the Premier. However, the freedom of information document that I received actually 
shows that Lotterywest answered the question; it gave a response. There is a trail or path of the FOI documents. 
Document 337 states — 

Hi Susan, 
Here is Mhairi’s response to the PQ for your approval. We have updated (3) to be the date of the September 
meeting, where the application was formerly rejected. 
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Kind Regards 
Tracy 

An email from Susan Hunt to Tracy Parker states — 
REVISITING MY LAST EMAIL—I am confused about the date—it was rediscussed in September because 
I wanted to confirm the messaging on the rejection but I think the decision was August. Please double 
check with August minutes 

It goes on and on. The long and short of it is that Lotterywest gave a response to the Premier’s office. The Premier’s 
response was the one-liner, “Decisions on grant applications from LotteryWest are made by the LotteryWest board, 
which is independent of Government”. That is the response that we got. It was a political decision on the part of 
the Premier’s office. It is because I got that FOI document that I have asked all these questions this year and that 
is not even half of them. I asked — 

Why was the response to the answer provided by Lotterywest to the Premier’s office replaced with “(1)–(3) 
Decisions on grant applications from LotteryWest are made by the LotteryWest board, which is independent 
of Government”? 

The response was — 
Ministers are responsible for answers provided to Parliament. 

Members need to listen to that. Once again, ministers are responsible for answers provided to Parliament. That is 
a perfect example of the lack of transparency of this government. Lotterywest provided an answer. The political 
decision not to answer it was made in the Premier’s office in Dumas House. They made that decision. All that 
does is create an attitude of a lack of transparency on the part of the government. We cannot see it any other way. 
Lotterywest answered the question; the Premier’s office made the decision to not give the answer. We get that in 
this place over and again. I direct members to numerous speeches that we have made and that I have made 
personally about the lack of transparency. There was no reason that the Premier’s office should not have given me 
that original response. 
As I said, it took me dozens of questions to get to that end, but it was really the FOI documents that showed that 
a lot of the answers I got were wrong. Members can understand why this is an issue. It has nothing to do with 
Margaret Court’s views on same-sex marriage—nothing to do with it. It is about secrecy in government. 
Members should see the FOI documents; I will put them out publicly. They are extraordinary—absolutely 
extraordinary. The people in Lotterywest panicked—absolutely panicked. After six months of questions, FOIs 
et cetera, Lotterywest made this decision—I will get to exactly why right at the end—and after it made the decision, 
it hit the fan. As soon as Barry phoned me and it went public—a few of the media outlets were on to it—Lotterywest 
was inundated with phone calls and complaints, and that is in the FOI documents as well. I have here the 
“Early unapproved notes of discussions by board executive officer”. They have to try to justify why they made the 
decision. They already made the decision but now they have to justify it. This is compelling stuff. The notes state — 

There has been anonymous feedback that the group evangelize when delivering support services. They 
appear to have not demonstrated inclusivity in the past.  
However, there is no evidence. 
Board members expressed their discomfort with the organisation and their views however noting that 
there are not clear conditions on religion in terms of our grant giving. Discussion was held on the importance 
of organisations demonstrating that they are inclusive of all in the community prior to providing funding. 
Board members would like to see referees/references to stand up and be open and accountable—demonstrate 
that this organisation and any organisation welcome all walks of life. 
Evidence that they are not doing this is critical if we take the path to not support funding. Board members 
are concerned that evidence that faith components are incorporated into delivery of MCCO services are 
anecdotal—more solid evidence required. 

They have already made the decision; one would think they would have the evidence, not anecdotal evidence. 
It gets better; members should read this stuff. Honest, it makes my blood boil. What about this email from 
Lannie Le-Patterson from the Premier’s office, which states— 

Hi Holly 
Thanks for sharing. 
I’ve suggested some tweaks. 
When organisations complete their application are there guidelines that they get to review and can we point 
to the fact that they don’t meet the guidelines as outlined in the application process as well? 
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One would think that they know that; they have made the decision. An email from Holly Wood from Lotterywest 
to James Mooney is headed “Lotterywest Board decision re MCCO” and states— 

Hey 
See below. Is there somewhere on the website that talks about inclusion and aligning with our values? 

They are panicking; “We’ve got to try to justify this.” The next one is a pearler. It is an email exchange between 
the executive officers of Lotterywest and is headed “MCCO Victory Life—Media Queries” from Holly Wood to 
Mhairi Cowden. It states — 

Lannie is ok with our response. We’ll send to the west now. 
James has a draft response for staff in the AM if needed and we’ll work with the digital team to manage social. 
Lannie asked if the board had done this previously in terms of rejecting a request? 

Susan Hunt writes to Holly Wood — 
As far as I am aware, none have been rejected based on non-aligned values (at least not over the past 3 years 
since I have been here). 

This is the first time. Dozens upon dozens of organisations with exactly the same views as Margaret Court have 
been getting grants over that period. If members go on the Lotterywest website and look, they are there and there 
are dozens of them. An email from Mhairi Cowden to Susan Hunt reads — 

The Board haven’t done this before as far as anyone in the team is aware. 
It has not been done so they singled out Margaret Court. I wish I had unlimited time; still, I have four years. In another 
email, Miriam Borthwick writes to Susan Hunt — 

Hi Susan, 
Have we run this letter by our lawyers? 
Do we actually say on any of the grant documents and application processes that an applicant must demonstrate 
a commitment to diversity or that we have our own commitment to diversity? 

Again, they made the decision and I would like to think that it has to be out there somewhere. They were so afraid of 
it up in the Premier’s office that they did not give the original response. They culled the response and gave a one-line 
response. If the government had been open and transparent from the start, we would not have gone down this path. 
They then started asking whether there are any other reasons why Margaret Court’s application was rejected. Was 
it because of her views on same-sex marriage or were there other reasons? This is littered throughout these documents. 
They are trying to find other reasons: “It’s not working. We’ve given all these other organisations grants. Is there 
anything? Please find something on our website that says that they have to align with our values.” They cannot 
find it. Even the chief executive officer says it is not there and that they have never done it before. 
Hon Dan Caddy interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: You go and have a look on the website. 
Hon Dan Caddy interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Go and look at the website. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon James Hayward): Order, members! Can we have some order, please? Thank 
you. Please continue. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: It is on the website—check it out. 
Hon Dan Caddy interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: That is irrelevant to this argument. If that is the path the government is going to take, 
that just shows why it is in trouble. Let us go on. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Listen. Thank you. 
My question to the Leader of the House representing the Premier continues. I wanted to know about these 
“other reasons”, so I asked the Premier — 

(2) Were there any other reasons …? 
I asked this on the first day back after the break. The Premier answered — 
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(1) The proposal was rejected by the board for a number of reasons, including concerns about Lotterywest 
being associated with these public statements. 

He said there were “a number of reasons”! That completely contradicts the response the Premier gave on 
22 October 2020. Unless the Leader of the House was misleading Parliament, the Premier said, quite categorically — 

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

Yet on 4 May, he told this chamber — 
The proposal was rejected by the board for a number of reasons, including concerns about Lotterywest 
being associated with these public statements. 

The Premier cannot have it both ways! That is a completely different response. I asked about these “other reasons” 
again — 

With reference to part (4) of the question, how was Margaret Court Community Outreach notified that its 
grant application containing all of the reasons referred to …? “ 

The letter that Lotterywest sent to her was tabled! They tabled the letter with all the reasons. Let me remind 
members, because I have already read this in, what the reasons were. The letter states — 

Under our legislation, Lotterywest has discretion as to which eligible organisations receive Lotterywest 
funding. I confirm that the Lotterywest Board unanimously agreed not to support your application. 

There are no reasons given there, yet that is what I was provided in an answer to this chamber. There are no reasons given. 
The next answer is a pearler. In 2020, I asked three or four questions on this to try to find out where on the website 
it states that applicants have to align their values to those of Lotterywest. Good luck, guys! Go and look on the 
Lotterywest website. I finally got to the point. The answer reads — 

(1) Yes; in the assessment criteria for the “Supporting the Most Vulnerable” grant program of the 
COVID-19 relief fund. 

(2) Yes, as stated in (1), and in the “Community Investment Framework” published on the 
Lotterywest website. 

Then in another answer, I am referred to item 4. In the end, after all of the questions I asked, I was told to have 
a look at the Lotterywest website under “Grants”, “Supporting the Most Vulnerable”, “Crisis and Emergency 
Relief Assessment Criteria”, and then item 4, “Organisational capacity”. One needs a PhD to find this thing! 
Finally, after scrolling down and scrolling down, I zipped across, then scrolled down again, and right down under 
“Organisational capacity” it says — 

• 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 is the only wording about that on that entire website. I challenge anyone with an ounce of common decency 
to say that that is appropriate to reject Margaret Court’s grant application. Honest, they are not discriminatory! 
The Margaret Court Community Outreach centre is feeding thousands of people every day. They are distributing 
75-plus tonnes of food every day. They are distributing dozens of rugs, blankets and clothes for the underprivileged 
every single day. That is what they are doing. If the government wants to lay its case on the fact that one sentence 
mentions the words “inclusive and non-discriminatory” as justification, it has to be joking. It has absolutely got to 
be joking! 
How did all this start? When did this change in attitude start? I will tell members when it started. It started after 2017 
when the current government took office. How do I know that? It is because Susan Hunt said it on radio. She stated — 

Well, as I mentioned, it’s around our commitment to diversity and inclusion. So that stands. It’s in our 
Grants Framework. Our Grants Framework has been more explicit around these issues. About the last 
three years we’ve had a very clear Lotterywest Grants Framework with five pillars.” 

She refers to the last three years, which was midway through 2017. What happened then? Let me remind members. 
One of the first things that the Labor government did when it took over office in 2017 was to sack the CEO of 
Lotterywest. An article in The West Australian on 19 August 2017 states, in part — 

“The boss of Lotterywest was forced out by Premier Mark McGowan, with documents revealing he 
wanted to sack Paul Andrew within days of winning the State election in March. 

… 
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The documents reveal for the first time how the Premier told Mr Wauchope five days after winning the 
election that he wanted Mr Andrew replaced because of concerns about his “attitude”. 

… 

Speaking on 6PR in June, Mr McGowan was asked if he had clashed with Mr Andrew about where 
Lotterywest grants should be allocated. 

“I do not want to go into why Mr Andrew left,” the Premier said, arguing his concerns were over an 
apparent breakdown in relationship between Mr Andrew and retailers. 

The government got rid of the CEO—the Premier does not like him. That is his prerogative; he is the Premier. 
Then the Premier and the Minister for Health announced a further aligning of Healthway and Lotterywest. Guess 
who came on to the board? The former WA Attorney General and Minister for Health Jim McGinty, AE, came on 
to the Lotterywest board. There was a complete restructuring of the Lotterywest board. The government pretty 
much napalmed the old board and got a new one. 

Now, they are going to make some significant changes to the grants process within Lotterywest. I know this through 
a question I asked in the Parliament. I did ask this in estimates, but we did not get an answer to any of our questions 
because Parliament was prorogued at that time. It was a complete revamp of the commitment process and policy 
updates to equality, diversity and inclusion from Lotterywest right across the board. Lotterywest is going to go 
right through its grants processes and completely change the standards for qualifications for a grant’s success. For 
example, under “Grant making eligibility guidance” Lotterywest states — 

Suggested Lotterywest updates (bold italics): “As a matter of policy rather than eligibility, Lotterywest 
does not support religious organisations for their faith or spiritual activities. Grants only support the welfare 
and community services activities of faith-based groups which meet the principles of equality, diversity 
and inclusion in line with Government policies, practices and anti-discrimination legislation.” 

Then it goes on, under “Good practice guide for events” and “Suggested Lotterywest updates for the internal guide:” — 

… 

• Update the section of the document relating to “Access and Inclusion” to become “Equality, diversity 
and inclusion” and include the following text: “Lotterywest is committed to equality, 
diversity and inclusion, in line with Government policies, practices and anti-discrimination 
legislation. Events, initiatives and programs supported by Lotterywest are encouraged to 
adopt this approach.” 

It goes on and on. This is what they were going to do. Then, of course, they decided they would have to bail on this, 
as I said, as a direct result of what went on with the furore that was created as a result of the Margaret Court Outreach 
Centre’s application being rejected, they decided to can it. An email went to staff, which said — 

Hi 

As you may have already been made aware, the Board did not support the proposed change to the 
Our Commitment at this time.  

While supportive of the proposal to include the themes of Diversity, Inclusion and Integrity 
(with some minor wordsmithing to the proposal) they want to hold off on making these changes until 
we do the broader review of the Strategic Plan in 2022. The Board do not wish to be seen to making 
reactive changes to the Plan in light of the challenges with Victory Life. 

In short our work is not wasted, but will be parked until 2022. 

As I said, we have a situation now in which an organisation that is assisting thousands of people, particularly 
during the pandemic, followed the processes that were recommended by the Premier. It is delivering, as I said, tonnes 
of foods to the underprivileged and marginalised every single week. Susan Hunt brought up the antidiscrimination 
law on this issue. I read that antidiscrimination aspect of the act in this chamber, saying that Lotterywest cannot 
discriminate when it comes down to grants. Lotterywest cannot do this; it is in the act! It cannot do that, yet 
it evidently has done that. I tried to get some responses to these questions during estimates and this really 
disappointed me.  

Last year we had constrained budget estimates hearings and I asked Lotterywest to come in because I wanted 
to ask Susan Hunt questions directly—legitimate questions; that is why we have estimates in this place. It is the 
one opportunity we get to ask questions of agencies and ministers, through which we can forensically dissect 
issues. Of course, I went straight to the Lotterywest issue with regard to the grants proposal. Hon Sue Ellery, 
who was representing the Premier, stated — 
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I am happy to assist the committee in providing answers in respect to matters in the annual report or the 
budget. I am not going to be dealing with particular individual decisions of the board. They are not captured 
in the budget or in the annual report. The specific decision that you are referring to was indeed outside 
the reporting period. But if there were questions, honourable member, about the criteria generally applied 
to those sorts of decisions, I am happy to assist the committee with that. 

The government has got to be joking. This is upper house estimates. We have always had latitude in this place, as 
members will find out. I am privileged to now be Chair of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations, and that is a standard that I will uphold. It has always been the case. I asked those questions and was 
told, no, it is not within the time frame. An hour later, I went into the Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
estimates and asked questions about how many FTE there were to that date, who had been using the jet up to that 
date: “No worries, you can have that. You can have all of that. You can have whatever you like.” Why was the 
standard not okay for Lotterywest but was established for the Department of the Premier and Cabinet? Again, it is 
the hand. As I have said, this is an Alfoil government, not a Glad Wrap government. 
If the government had just been open and transparent from day one, we would not have had an issue. Well, there 
would have been an issue, but it would not have taken dozens upon dozens of questions to get to the bottom of exactly 
what we knew in the first place. That was the issue. As a direct result of that, I put some questions on notice, which 
is something that is done in budget estimates. I then waited and waited, and a couple of days before the questions 
were due to be answered, what happened? The Premier prorogued Parliament. He prorogued Parliament in early 
December for an election in March, so all the questions we had asked of this open and transparent government during 
estimates—there were hundreds of them—were not answered. We eventually got them last week, but half of the 
guys who asked those questions were leaving Parliament. 
If members ever want an example of the secrecy of this government, that is it. Surely there is some communication 
between the Premier and the Leader of the House in the Legislative Council. If the Leader of the House really 
respected the integrity and conventions of this house, she would have said, “No, hang on. Just wait a few days 
until the estimates questions are answered and then we’ll prorogue Parliament.” It would have meant nothing; the 
government did not need to prorogue Parliament until the end of January, but it did. 
The worm always turns. When we get to the point that government members are sitting on this side of the chamber 
and we are on that side of the chamber again, and they want questions answered and they get the hand, they will 
understand why we are frustrated—particularly at the moment, when we have asked a plethora of questions and 
have been given the hand. 
From all I have seen in respect of the questions I have asked and the questions that have been responded to, I am 
not satisfied. I am not at all satisfied with what I have seen in the FOI documents from Lotterywest, and I am very, 
very disappointed. It is blatantly clear that there was some political interference here. I am really disappointed 
that an organisation like Margaret Court Community Outreach is being penalised as a direct result of comments 
Margaret Court made that do not at all reflect on the distribution of food and equipment to some of the most 
marginalised people in our community. 
With that said, while I have a few more minutes, I will say one more thing on an issue that continues to bubble 
along—that is, the appointment of the Corruption and Crime Commissioner. That spat was a massive issue in the 
last Parliament. The Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission comprises two members 
of the upper house and two members of the lower house. By convention, again, it is members from the government 
and the opposition. The government in this house appointed a member of the Greens to the committee in 
Hon Alison Xamon. I had no issue with that because I have great respect for Hon Alison Xamon. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Member, the appointment of Hon Alison Xamon was the will of the house rather than 
the government. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Well, yes. That was the recommendation, sorry. If the member honestly thinks that, 
good try. 
As a result of that appointment, the committee decided that it would not recommend Hon John McKechnie. The 
government should respect the processes of the Parliament. The Premier, the Attorney General and the government 
went feral. They said it was the Liberal Party. Government members called us terrorists—I have said this over and 
again—and said we were corrupted. I will make one thing perfectly clear, because I will have plenty more to say 
on this in the months ahead: the motivation as far as the CCC was concerned has been to follow the processes. It 
was not the Liberal Party—we had nine members in this chamber—it was the will of the chamber that accepted 
those reports. President, welcome back. There is a process for how we appoint a commissioner of the CCC. When 
the government does not get what it wants, it does not mean it can spit the chewie and try to change the rules. The 
government needs to accept the processes of the Parliament. 
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I go back to where I started on the conventions of the Parliament. As soon as a government starts changing the rules 
to suit its side, again, it is sowing the seeds of destruction. As far as I am concerned, as I said at the start, I have 
met John McKechnie a couple of times and I do not have an issue with him. I have no issues whatsoever with him 
or with him having the laptop. He can get the laptop, but he cannot have the privileged information. As soon as 
we start going down that path, guys, I say now, we will be throwing away 800 years of parliamentary convention. 
Parliamentary convention is going to be here a hell of a lot longer than the Australian Labor Party is going to be 
in government in Western Australia. Our motivation was always to ensure that the principles and the conventions 
of Parliament were upheld, and that is what we will continue to uphold. 

John McKechnie made a speech at St George’s Cathedral on 25 November 2020 titled “Coffee, Prayers and 
Spirituality”. I will refer to that speech in one I have coming up. If members read that speech and can say that he is 
definitely someone who does not have a political bent a particular way, they need to look in the mirror. I was really 
disappointed with this speech. Members should go and have read of it. As I said, it is publicly available. They 
should read it and then say that it is the correct processes and procedures. As I have said, we will always follow the 
processes and procedures with regard to the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
If the committee comes up with a recommendation this time, we will respect that. We will not stamp our feet and spit 
the chewie and say we want to change the rules because we did not get our way; we will say, “Yes, we respect that 
recommendation.” That is what we will do. If you cannot do that, guys, go fishing! We only go around once.  

It is such a privilege to sit in this place. It is going to be here after all of us are gone, so, I say to new incoming members, 
please treat the Parliament and the chamber with respect. It is going to be here long after you leave. If you go 
outside the conventions, processes and procedures of the Parliament in any shape or form, ultimately you will 
be the one who will be judged. If you adhere to the processes and procedures of the Parliament, you will never go 
wrong. You only go around once; you only get one opportunity. You can treat life as a series of events or a series 
of opportunities. This is definitely an opportunity, so make the most of it, because we on this side of the chamber, 
I promise, will forensically, ruthlessly and consistently adhere to the principles, procedures and conventions of the 
Legislative Council. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Colin de Grussa. 
 


	ADDRESS-IN-REPLY
	Motion


