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The committee met at 9.01 am 
 
Appearances 
 
ACT Custodial Inspector 

Minty, Ms Rebecca, ACT Custodial Inspector 
Costello, Mr Sean, Deputy ACT Custodial Inspector 

 
THE CHAIR: Good morning and welcome to the public hearings of the Select 
Committee on Estimates 2026-2027 for its Inquiry into Appropriation Bill 2026-2027 
and Appropriation (Office of the Legislative Assembly Bill) 2026-2027. 
 
The committee wishes to acknowledge the traditional custodians of the land we are 
meeting on, the Ngunnawal people. We wish to acknowledge and respect their 
continuing culture and the contributions they make to the life of the city and this region. 
We would also like to acknowledge and welcome other Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander people who may be attending today’s events.  
 
This hearing is a legal proceeding of the Assembly and has the same standing as the 
proceedings of the Assembly itself; therefore, today’s evidence attracts parliamentary 
privilege. The giving of false or misleading evidence is considered a serious matter and 
may be regarded as contempt of the Assembly. 
 
The hearing is being recorded and transcribed by Hansard and will be published. The 
proceedings are also being broadcast and webstreamed live. When taking a question on 
notice, it would be useful if witnesses use these words: “I will take that question on 
notice.” This will help the committee and witnesses to confirm questions taken on 
notice from the transcript.  
 
We welcome the Custodial Inspector and Deputy Custodial Inspector. As we are not 
inviting opening statements, we will now proceed to questions. Thank you very much 
to you both for attending today. In a time when there are a lot of debates about our 
incarceration systems—about the AMC and its ability to rehabilitate people—I think 
this is a very timely conversation to be having. My first question is: why do you think 
that after several reports and independent reviews we still have a problem with the 
AMC?  
 
Ms Minty: I acknowledge the privilege statement. I think you are right that it is a timely 
conversation to have about the role of prisons in our society. We built the AMC on a 
philosophy of rehabilitation—that prison should be the last resort, but, if people are sent 
to prison, they should come out with opportunities to be part of the community and 
reintegrate. My office has been set up for almost eight years now, and over that time 
we have made over 200 recommendations around the AMC. Some of those have been 
implemented successfully, and there is some good practice; however, my office has had 
to remake certain recommendations, because I think it goes to the complexity of the 
correctional environment. They are incredibly complex places with a range of 
professionals interacting—custodial officers, justice health staff, community 
organisations—so I think the big challenge is around culture change. It is not an easy 
task, and it is a long-term goal. I think the first five years that my office was set up, we 
saw deep problems with culture around accountability, around staff concerns not being 
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heard and acted on, and about basic things not occurring. Unfortunately, some of this 
still continues today—some of the basics. I am talking about things like correct 
observations, detaining observations and correct record-keeping. 
 
But I do have to say that there have been some significant improvements, particularly 
in the policy guidance framework. So, for example, when my office was set up under 
my predecessor, many of the policies and procedures were extremely outdated; some 
of them even referred to the “Belconnen Remand Centre”, for example. Many of them 
were fully redacted on the ACT Legislation Register, so that was a deep accountability 
problem. That has been addressed, so at a policy level, we have more transparency. We 
have more knowledge across the community, and I think that is to be noted. But with 
that, when we have the knowledge of what is not improving, we have more 
responsibility to really address it. That is what we tried to do through the Healthy Prison 
Reviews, and we will remake recommendations if we think it has not occurred. 
 
Going to the point on rehabilitation, one thing we have continually recommended is a 
multipurpose built space within the grounds of the AMC that can be used for things like 
a simple workshop or various other things. The government has agreed in principle to 
that previously, and it was actually part of the most recent Healthy Prison Review, and 
it is subject to budget funding. So I think that it raises a broader question about how 
much money we are prepared to invest into the prison.  
 
I am a strong advocate of avoiding incarceration where possible—looking upstream, 
supporting families so that the measures are in place to stop people coming in in the 
first place—and justice reinvestment principles. That is an important target for public 
money. But at the same time, we have a prison that is crowded. There is a significant 
lack of space, so we need to invest money in rehabilitation programs within the prison. 
I think it was in about half the recommendations from the Healthy Prison Review that 
the government response indicated that they agreed in principle, but it was subject to 
future funding. It is sort of a holding response, in some ways.  
 
Even going not so much to rehabilitation but to accountability, one of our 
recommendations was around body-worn cameras. This is something that we heard 
from staff and from detained people—the assurance that a body-worn camera would 
bring for accountability in that environment, so staff are protected from false claims, 
and for detained people, if improper conduct has occurred, there is evidence of that. It 
is a win-win, but again, that one is— 
 
THE CHAIR: Subject to— 
 
Ms Minty:. I think that recommendation was noted, so— 
 
THE CHAIR: Noted. Not even agreed in principle or agreed subject to budget— 
 
Ms Minty: We can check that as we speak. 
 
THE CHAIR: Okay. 
 
Ms Minty: I think that we cannot only just invest money upstream, whilst that is 
important; we have to look at rehabilitation programs in the jail as well.  
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THE CHAIR: Thank you. My next questions you have kind of answered. I was going 
to ask if, from that Healthy Prison Review, you would pick your top three that would 
have the most impact. I know you have mentioned the multipurpose space; you have 
mentioned body-worn cameras. Are they your top two, and what is the third one if they 
are? 
 
Ms Minty: I think the big one is recommendation 30, because it captures all aspects of 
the review, and that was around purposeful activity and a structured day. That is a 
complex recommendation, because it involves lots of different parts. It involves, for 
example, a place like a multipurpose building to assist that and facilitate some industry 
and some various vocational education and training. That should be, in our view, the 
overarching goal. 
 
We have the unique function compared to other custodial inspectorates around the 
country in that we also do critical incident reviews, so we get referrals from Corrections 
when there is something that might be meeting the definition in our act. We will do 
reviews of these incidents, and I guess it is an anecdotal measure, but it does give us an 
appraisal of how busy the units are during the day and what detained people are doing 
during the day, because we are watching the CCTV. So, to see a unit of up to 40 people 
in the middle of the day milling around— 
 
THE CHAIR: Just doing nothing.  
 
Ms Minty: doing nothing. What I want to see, over time, is that significantly reducing, 
because detained people should be off in industry or education. I think that is a 
challenge. There is no doubt that the population pressures are really constraining 
Corrections. Their ability to move people between areas of the prison is a real challenge, 
but what we want to see is people off the units and doing busy, purposeful, meaningful 
things.  
 
Mr Costello: I might just add to that point and the question you asked earlier, and I also 
acknowledge the privilege statement. We make the point in this Healthy Prison Review, 
and we have made it in previous ones, that one of the challenges AMC has faced since 
opening is that the Treasury estimated numbers for what the prison would need as 375 
beds, and that has turned out to be a large underestimate. That number was exceeded 
many years ago now, and now we are seeing numbers getting closer to 500 and 
sometimes tipping over. So all those challenges Rebecca mentioned are really hard to 
tackle until that issue can really be dealt with, and that is going to require some 
investment to acknowledge that there simply is not enough space currently to do the 
things that the prison aspires to do, like rehabilitation. And to your earlier question 
too—that body-worn camera recommendation was “noted” by the government.  
 
THE CHAIR: Noted, not agreed in principle. Why do you think there is a reluctance 
to do that if it has been raised several times? 
 
Ms Minty: The body-worn cameras? 
 
THE CHAIR: Yes. 
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Ms Minty: My understanding is that it is a financial issue, but that is probably a better 
question for Corrections. 
 
THE CHAIR: For the government—yes. And is there anything in the budget that 
addresses any, or some, of the concerns that you have raised?  
 
Ms Minty: In the current budget to Corrections? Overall, I would say no. I think the 
satellite health clinics are a positive thing because, as Sean pointed out, the health centre 
was designed for a much smaller prison, so by building satellite health clinics it eases 
the flow of people in and out. I think that is a positive thing, but it is not purposeful 
activity; it is about meeting basic health care that is equivalent to that in the community. 
I think I saw funding for ongoing initiatives but no significant new money for these 
rehabilitation focused activities.  
 
THE CHAIR: So ongoing initiatives could be whatever it is they are doing now to 
maintain status quo and nothing to actually improve or address the issues that you have 
been raising, which are technically ongoing, but there is no funding. Thank you.  
 
MR EMERSON: On the recommendations that have been agreed or noted to be 
considered as part of future budget processes—but to the point just raised, perhaps that 
have not been considered in this budget process—might you be able to provide on 
notice a list of those? I know you have got the recs on your website, and that is amazing; 
thank you for that. Sorry to give you extra homework, but would that be possible? 
Anywhere you would say, “Okay, this has been agreed; we are hoping this might come 
up in the budget,” but it has not been funded.  
 
Mr Costello: Certainly, probably what we could provide is where the government 
response—it usually has an explanation to it—refers to some budget funding being 
required. We could provide that to the committee.  
 
MR EMERSON: Like a kind of breakdown of those—that would be great. 
 
Mr Costello: Yes, certainly.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay, thank you. I wanted to ask about the recent critical incident 
review that was published involving the self-harm incident and the pepper spray. One 
of the findings was that the conditions of confinement predictably and substantially 
exacerbated her psychological distress and were not a failure in policy or procedure but 
in decision-making that did not give sufficient regard to policy and procedure. Is that 
kind of decision-making that does not give sufficient regard to policy and procedure 
something you see frequently in the AMC? 
 
Ms Minty: It has certainly been an issue in a previous critical incident review. 
Corrections actually did an internal review and identified similar concerns around not 
adhering to policy and procedure. But in this case, the policy and procedure were okay; 
it was that they were not followed. So, yes, we do see it in critical incident reviews, and 
what we want to see are accountability processes for staff when they do not follow 
that—whether it is coaching. Sometimes it will be simply in the moment, “Okay, you 
didn’t consider this”—so, coaching and support.  
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One improvement has been the Use of Force Review Committee, which has been stood 
up. It involves reflective practice and supporting staff, but what we saw with this 
incident was that the issues identified through the Use of Force Review Committee had 
not made their way down to staff who were there on the frontline, essentially. So there 
is a gap between the review and operational practice, and I think that goes back to the 
point about culture change. I have seen some efforts in recent months around messaging 
from senior management down to frontline staff about following proper practices. I 
think there is more of that that needs to occur, and I think that is a positive. But, yes, 
there is still a gap in not following policy and procedure.  
 
Also, we are a human rights jurisdiction, and I understand the Human Rights 
Commissioner yesterday talked about embedding human rights in decision-making 
across all of government. I think that is also an issue in detention environments. It is so 
important because, where a senior officer is in the moment having to make a decision 
about whether to use force or whether to impose segregation, those sorts of decisions 
really impact people’s human rights. And I guess the central principle is around what 
is the least restrictive thing that can be done in the circumstances that is appropriate?  
 
Going back to this critical incident, putting this woman into separate confinement for a 
period that was so much longer than the policy prescribed and cutting off all supports—
if you look at that through a human rights lens, you have to ask: “Is that proportionate? 
Is that appropriate?” Yes, she had done something that was not permitted, and there 
should be consequences for that, but it is about proportionality. I think more work needs 
to be done at an operational level.  
 
MR EMERSON: That previous critical incident you referred to, or critical incident 
report, where there was a problem with following policy and procedure—could you just 
briefly summarise what that involved? 
 
Ms Minty: That one was a suspected drug overdose in the women’s community centre, 
and that detained person had a very significant overdose, and it had not been reported 
up the chain in terms of following the incident reporting procedure. As the report 
outlines, I heard about that from a different stakeholder, not from Corrections, and I 
contacted the acting commissioner at the time, and they were not aware of it. So that 
was deeply concerning that someone had been taken to hospital, and the commissioner 
was not aware of it. The reporting procedure had not followed up the chain as it should 
have, so Corrections did an internal review and identified non-adherence to policy and 
procedure being an issue there.  
 
MR EMERSON: Was there a conclusion regarding why it was not passed up?  
 
Ms Minty: It just was not reported, and I think it is a question best directed to 
Corrections as to what the consequences, if any, were, because I think when you have 
non-compliance with policy there should always be some sort of consequence. 
 
THE CHAIR: Just to clarify, did you say “suspected drug overdose”? Did it end up 
being a drug overdose? 
 
Ms Minty: Yes. 
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THE CHAIR: And was it prescribed drugs or illegal?  
 
Mr Costello: We probably need to be careful. We have seen the detained person’s 
health records—so just exercising some caution around that. I think we say in the report 
“likely illicit drug overdose”.  
 
MR EMERSON: Just jumping back to the other incident—the self-harming incident 
recently. One of the findings that you have made in the review is around the use of a 
code black, a personal threat response, as opposed to a code blue medical emergency 
response. There seems to be nothing in the detainee’s behaviour that would have been 
threatening to someone other than themselves, right? Is that accurate? 
 
Ms Minty: That was our assessment of the situation—that she was directing the harm 
to herself. As a consequence and considering all the circumstances, and also looking at 
other jurisdictions, including the UK, that led us to make the recommendation that OC 
spray be never used on a detained person that is self-harming or directing the harm 
towards themselves, not to an officer. We are awaiting the government response to that.  
 
I thought it was very interesting, when we talked to the corrections oversight body in 
the UK about the experience in the UK. They do not use chemical agents in the women’s 
prison estate at all. When they introduced the PAVA spray, they introduced it into 
prisons but only in the men’s estate, and they do not use it for women. Up until several 
years ago, we did not have OC spray in the AMC. I think it can be a useful tool to de-
escalate a situation, if it is appropriately used, but I think this incident highlighted for 
our team the traumatic impact of being OC-sprayed in an environment like that, 
particularly when someone is undergoing a mental health crisis. I think that the training 
materials and the staff understanding of when you should not use OC was simply not 
good enough. 
 
MR EMERSON: I asked about this in the chamber and got a response from the 
Minister for Corrections about that. I was told that depending on the circumstances, 
situations involving behavioural or mental health concerns may be managed initially as 
safety risks until they can be reassessed as more information comes to hand. Do you 
accept that that is appropriate? 
 
Ms Minty: I think it is a matter of assessing the entirety of the circumstances. In this 
case, the detained person had some good rapport with some of the staff working in the 
women’s area, and I do want to acknowledge the staff that have good engagement—
many of them do—and there were certain staff that she felt more safe with. For a range 
of different reasons, her concerns were not being heard, and that led to escalations. So 
I think it is always a matter of judgment in the circumstances. 
 
The benefit of hindsight is valuable, and when we do our reviews, we try to be very 
mindful that it is a crisis situation, and we did not criticise the staff’s immediate 
response of being there at the door, but the deployment of OC spray was not 
proportionate in our view or appropriate. It is a matter of judgment in every 
circumstance, but in this case, it was clear there were escalating mental health concerns. 
She had been in and out of the crisis support unit, so a therapeutic response required a 
code blue rather than a code black, in our view.  
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MR EMERSON: Finally, on that line, I was told in response to a question that ACT 
Corrective Services does not collect code blue or code black data in a format. I was 
trying to understand how often a code black has been used for what turned out to be a 
medical emergency or, say, a mental health crisis. Is that of concern to you, because we 
are talking about broader systemic issues, that this data is not tracked in a consolidated 
way? 
 
Ms Minty: Yes, I think that tracking the use of codes would be valuable, because you 
could also analyse across the prison and if there is a cluster, for example, of code blacks 
in a particular unit. I think the staff inherently know, for example, which units may be 
more violent, with more incidents—they inherently know that, but a staff member could 
be coming off shift. I think having data around the types of incidents and where they 
occur would be incredibly valuable. Even a code red, for fire, can identify issues—for 
example, maybe there is contraband ignition that is setting off the fire alarms in a 
particular unit, so bringing data to that would be incredibly valuable.  
 
Mr Costello: I will add to that. Rebecca mentioned earlier the Use of Force Review 
Committee. That committee does seem to be doing at least some of that work, 
anecdotally, in terms of talking about when the use of force might have arisen from a 
code black—and should a code blue have been called instead. So we are aware, at least, 
at that level that discussion is occurring.  
 
MR EMERSON: Thank you. I appreciate it. 
 
THE CHAIR: Mr Braddock? 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Ms Minty, you mentioned that additional work needs to be done at 
the operational level. Can you articulate what you think needs to be done? 
 
Ms Minty: Yes. I have noted some improvements, and certainly in the Healthy Prison 
Review, around messaging of key requirements—messaging, training and support. We 
have seen recently some messages from senior management to staff about what is 
expected when an observation is being undertaken. That is a key part. Training 
supplements that, but also one-on-one mentoring and supervision of staff is a key piece. 
There is the often quoted saying: “The standard that you walk past is the standard you 
accept.” I think to change that you need staff to take responsibility for the actions of the 
CO1s in the unit and about what is expected—so, definitely seeing some improvements 
there. 
 
Also, in the government response to the Healthy Prison Review, for example, they 
talked about one issue we keep raising around record keeping, and not seeing incident 
reports where we should, and things like that. Corrections has advised they have stood 
up CORIS, which is the computer system CORIS Champion. That is great, but it needs 
to be really brought to the ground level to the ones that are dealing every day in the 
basics of correctional practice.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: So, from that last statement, you are not seeing it brought to that 
level at this point in time? 
 
Ms Minty: I would say over the past two years I have seen some improvements in 
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initiatives to bring it to ground level, but it is not at a sufficiently acceptable standard, 
I would say. My view, in saying that, is because, when we do the critical incident 
reviews, we are still getting incidents where there is no incident report, for example, or 
there are no case notes. The work has started, but the impacts are not sufficiently 
acceptable, in my view.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Are there clearly articulated expectations, or targets or KPIs that 
you are aware of that would indicate whether that change has actually happened at the 
operational level? 
 
Ms Minty: I think that question is probably best directed at Corrections.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Okay. There are a number of recommendations you have provided 
over the years to Corrections, to the ACT government. Some of those we understand 
are outstanding because they are awaiting budget consideration and potential funding. 
What about the recommendations that are not contingent on budget? Are you seeing 
those being implemented or responded to, or are you still seeing a number of 
outstanding recommendations there?  
 
Ms Minty: I think we have got 50— 
 
Mr Costello: Fifty-two are still open and 161 are closed—that is our assessment of the 
213 that have been made. As Mr Emerson referred to, we have now got this dashboard 
on our website which tracks implementation recommendations. In doing that work, 
there are some that have cropped up where at one point in time we feel like they have 
been implemented and then we come back and have a look maybe a couple of years 
later and—I think it just shows this is a challenging environment. Corrections officers 
are doing a very difficult job, and to Rebecca’s point, reinforcing key messages and 
training seems to be a really critical part of embedding that culture change. So, 
certainly, on the numbers, we are seeing a lot of our recommendations implemented, 
but in terms of really embedding that change, as Rebecca said, perhaps we are not quite 
there yet. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Okay, thank you. 
 
Ms Minty: If I had to generalise, I would say some of the policy and procedure 
recommendations have been implemented, and in a satisfactory way, and we have 
closed those ones. For example, a suicide and self-harm prevention framework has been 
implemented as a result of one of our reviews and a coroner’s review, and the sexual 
violence and coercion strategy is another example, but there are certain other ones that 
have not. The dashboard seeks to provide more transparency to different stakeholders 
about that. I should also note that the dashboard includes recommendations made by 
other bodies, including the coroner and the Jumbunna review and the Auditor-General, 
for example, so it provides some transparency around which organisations have made 
which recommendations. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Thank you. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: The budget provides for a review of AMC’s longer term 
funding needs. If you were writing the terms of reference, what would be your A, B and 
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C? I am presuming there is A, B to Z in terms of priorities, but what would be your A, 
B and C of the elements that would need the most scrutiny or assessment or review?  
 
Ms Minty: I think the big one is accommodation. There is no doubt about that.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: The big one in cost and of the issues? 
 
Ms Minty: Yes, absolutely the cost, and building new facilities takes time as well, so 
it is not going to address the immediate pressing needs. I grapple with this a lot, because, 
going back to the questions at the start, we were talking about justice reinvestment and 
reintegration and the return from investing the money in family support so that people 
do not go into youth justice and then into adult justice. I am a strong advocate for that. 
Once you start to build prisons, they get filled. You build it; it will get filled.  
 
So, I think, in our reports we try to provide a bit of nuance, even though our jurisdiction 
is the four walls of the jail. We are now part of the National Preventive Mechanism, so 
we are looking more broadly at the justice system. Some of our recommendations try 
to address things like Sunday court, which would limit people going into the AMC for 
one night.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: The weekend for remand—yes. 
 
Ms Minty: Yes, before they can come before a judge on the Monday. So there are 
things like that to try and reduce the demand for beds, but I think it is inevitable that 
there is a need for additional facilities.  
 
Something that has come up since the Human Rights Commission did a review about 
the situation of women in the AMC is that the AMC is simply not able to provide a 
gender responsive correctional environment for women. So I think that having a 
different facility for women would be my priority, because staff can be trained to 
specialise in working with women, and it would also free up capacity in the jail for 
moving different cohorts to the area that the women are currently in. That would be a 
big demand on the budget but an important one.  
 
The other things—and I think we have highlighted some of them from the Healthy 
Prison Review—are accountability measures around, for example, body-worn cameras. 
I think that is going to involve some budget, but it will bring important assurance for 
both staff and detained people.  
 
Mr Costello: Then probably, finally, once you have got those in place and probably as 
part of the planning for that work—and there has been quite a bit of master planning 
done at AMC already—what do we need to have for what we have called “a structured 
day”, or you can call it “a core day”? If we are going to reduce recidivism, that is about 
detained people really maximising their time in custody to access programs, to access 
rehabilitation options, to access education and to access opportunities that are going to 
lead to employment. All those things are barriers at the moment to re-offending being 
prevented, essentially, but they are all interrelated—all the things we have talked about 
today, and those three things. Getting accommodation right would then help you get 
your structured day in place.  
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Ms Minty: I also want to highlight that the ACT is the only jurisdiction without a prison 
industry. In other jurisdictions you have prison industries providing a significant 
amount of work: much of it can be purposeful; it could have training associated with it 
and qualifications.  
 
I think there is some history behind this, when the prison was first designed and built, 
around not competing with local industry. I think we need to move on from that. Put to 
one side, even if local industry had concerns, I think we are not valuing the inherent 
impact on detaining people in the centre and the value that meaningful work brings. We 
need to have that conversation again about how the prison can bring meaningful work 
on a larger scale. We do have the bakery, and there is the laundry, but that is quite small. 
I know they are doing some work to try and expand that a bit, but it is a very small 
group of detained people, unfortunately, that can have those jobs, and they value those 
jobs.  
 
Mr Costello: And how might that assist local industry? It could be that people are 
leaving custody with skills that are needed in the community. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Thank you. 
 
THE CHAIR: In terms of Bimberi, I can see that some of the recommendations are 
still outstanding. What are your key ones?  
 
Ms Minty: Yes, there are quite a few outstanding with Bimberi. In 2024 we did the 
Healthy Centre Review. There were, I think, around 30 recommendations—28 
maybe—in that review, and we are coming up to doing another Healthy Centre Review. 
In terms of our process for closing recommendations, we rely heavily on revisiting those 
whole-of-centre reviews, because we just do not have staff capacity. We do try to pick 
out individual recommendations and go and assess them, when we have time and 
capacity.  
 
Overall, with Bimberi, I would say the big challenge identified in 2024 was the lack of 
strategic direction and purpose for Bimberi. When we spoke to staff, for example, some 
staff really saw their job as supporting young people, doing whatever can be done to 
keep them out of custody and connecting them with family; other staff saw the job as 
simply just to keep them safe until the next court date. I think that mismatch really 
encapsulates why you need a strategic vision and purpose. I acknowledge that some 
work is now being done, three years later, to develop a youth justice strategy and a 
model of care, but I get a sense it is still early days there.  
 
One area that I think that needs to be prioritised is around a Use of a Force Committee. 
That was a recommendation in 2024. We have talked earlier about the AMC Use of 
Force Committee and how that can be a great opportunity to identify areas for additional 
support for staff, perhaps, or areas of concern that can be addressed at a systems level. 
We are yet to see Bimberi stand up that Use of Force Committee, so I think that is a key 
area where further work is needed.  
 
Mr Costello: That is a really crucial piece when you are involving children, even more 
so than adults—and in places like Tasmania, we have seen those committees involve 
independent child experts to come in and give their view—given the vulnerability of 
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the young people at Bimberi.  
 
I am just going to confirm that there were 28 recommendations in the Healthy Centre 
Review in 2024. We have assessed that five are closed, and 23 are still open; although, 
as Rebecca said, the key recommendation around a model of care is in train at the 
moment.  
 
THE CHAIR: Three years for a model of care for a facility that has existed— 
 
Mr Costello: Well, it has probably been two.  
 
THE CHAIR: Two years? 
 
Mr Costello: Two, yes. 
 
THE CHAIR: Well, my maths is not working, as I have heard this morning!  
 
Mr Costello: It was late 2024 when we released it—so to be fair, yes. 
 
THE CHAIR: Two years.  
 
Mr Costello: Yes.  
 
THE CHAIR: For a model of care for a facility that has existed for so long, though.  
This is something urgent; it should be— 
 
Mr Costello: We thought it was needed because it really guides some of the decision-
making we have talked about already, which cuts across both AMC and Bimberi: “What 
are the factors I should be prioritising and what is the least restrictive option to achieve 
the purpose of the human rights test?” But you have got to know what your purpose is, 
I suppose. Those decisions are going to be shaped by: “Is the purpose of this facility 
just to keep young people safe in a closed environment until the next court day, or are 
we trying to look to rehabilitation and reintegration with the community and through-
care?” That will guide any decision-making around what you will then do while those 
young people are in custody. 
 
THE CHAIR: I am really supportive of it. I am just saying that it is such a critical 
recommendation that I would have hoped it would have progressed significantly and 
been finished by now. Two years is a long time. What is happening in that time?  
 
Mr Costello: We certainly recommended a consultation with the community, which I 
think is happening now. It is probably a question better put to the minister, but that 
community consultation is underway at the moment.  
 
Ms Minty: In the preceding years—and the reason that we made that 
recommendation—there are probably two examples of where that tension and the lack 
of a model of care played out. One of them was post-COVID, when we went in almost 
a year later and found young people were still being subject to isolation for up to seven 
days. The second one was around visits and young people not being allowed to hug, 
and that was post-COVID as well, and that was changed to security reasons rather than 
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health reasons. These things bubble up when you do not have that strategic vision. So, 
I think the objective is to settle a model of care and then to make sure that filters down 
into every aspect of decision-making.  
 
THE CHAIR: Decision-making, yes. Thank you.  
 
MR EMERSON: At the AMC, obviously, time in cells is tracked, but that does not 
happen in Bimberi. Sorry if I have missed it—you have probably made that 
recommendation. Is that something that concerns you and should be done?  
 
Ms Minty: Absolutely, yes. It beggars belief to me. At a national level the Report on 
government services includes a performance indicator for all corrective services around 
the country. Time out of cell is a performance measure, and we know that what we 
measure drives the way organisations orientate themselves and function. Why do we 
not have that across the country with youth justice? It is something that the Australian 
and New Zealand Children’s Commissioners and Guardians have raised. It is something 
that has come up in the federal parliamentary inquiry into youth justice. We need to 
change it, because there is plenty of evidence around the impact of isolation on a 
person’s mental health and wellbeing, but particularly for young people. The number 
of hours locked in a cell, even overnight can be—anyone who has got teenage kids or 
knows of teenage kids can understand how stir-crazy they can get when they are 
confined to a small space with very limited range of movement. 
 
THE CHAIR: Unless they choose to be there and sleep all day!  
 
Mr Costello: That is true.  
 
Ms Minty: We will keep raising it. I think it is hugely important.  
 
MR EMERSON: I asked a question about the number of lockdowns or lock-ins at 
Bimberi due to staffing issues and learned that there were 70 between March 2025 and 
February 2026. There were 70 lockdowns; 20 of those were in October. Most of them 
were for lunch, due to unplanned absences or high numbers of young people. Of course, 
there are also all the emergency-code lock-ins which might be because of a scuffle, and 
then the whole centre gets locked down for however long. I read in one of your reports 
a young person had suggested a kind of unit of people—I do not know what the 
language was—a team, who are responsible for responding when those incidents occur 
so that the whole centre does not have to lock down. Is that something you have engaged 
with government on?  
 
Ms Minty: Yes, I think it is definitely one option. We have certainly raised this issue 
of centre-wide lockdowns. Even in the last review, when an ankle was rolled— 
 
MR EMERSON: Yes.  
 
Ms Minty: Bimberi tells us that staff need time to complete incident reports and do 
record keeping, but I do not believe they are mutually exclusive. I think a whole range 
of options needs to be put forward. We have tried, as oversight bodies, two different 
approaches. The first time we raised this, we requested that Bimberi try and come up 
with their own solutions to it, knowing that they are the ones dealing with the 
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operational reality. That did not result in any significant change or measurable change. 
I think there are probably some risks associated with incident response teams in that 
there is a risk that it can be heavy-handed in terms of a securitised response.  
 
MR EMERSON: That is a good point, yes.  
 
Ms Minty: But it should be considered on the table, because if young people are, for 
example, in education, and the centre is locked down, then they lose their access to 
education. The examples that you talked about, with the extended lunch lock-ins—we 
saw in the NPM review we did that that saw cancellation of medical appointments, 
which is really concerning. So, yes, all options should be on the table with a view that 
the young person should be at the centre of the decision-making. 
 
Mr Costello: I might add that this has been an ongoing conversation with Bimberi. 
They have said that certainly their policy is not to lock down the whole centre, but what 
we saw in practice was that that is what was happening. It happened while we were on 
site three times in one day. The latest government response to the Healthy Centre 
Review suggests that some changes have been made to the procedure around how those 
codes are responded to. So I suppose we will wait to see for our next Healthy Centre 
Review what that has led to in terms of whether the whole centre is locked down or not.  
 
It is interesting that the security team model—a version of that—is used in the Diagrama 
model in Spain, which is talked about a lot. They have very low numbers of use of 
force, but they also have, as I understand it—Rebecca probably knows more—quite a 
small security response team. The majority of their people working with the young 
people have a therapeutic focus. They generally come with a therapeutic background. 
So what that model seeks to do is have the people that are working most with the young 
people definitely putting their interests at heart.  
 
MR EMERSON: If you are having to lock down so staff can have lunch or because 
someone has rolled an ankle, we can criticise the staff, but it is probably a sign of 
chronic understaffing. Someone has got to respond to the ankle injury, and they are 
probably needed— 
 
Mr Costello: Yes.  
 
MR EMERSON: as well as the people who are supervising the sport activity or 
whatever is going on, and so then that area is understaffed. That seems to be— 
 
Ms Minty: Yes.  
 
THE CHAIR: Or maybe it is the risk profile of Bimberi as well.  
 
Ms Minty: I think there are elements— 
 
MR EMERSON: Maybe both, yes.  
 
Ms Minty: Yes. Because with a security approach, where security is driving decision-
making, you are seeing—and I am not saying this is exactly what is happening at the 
exact moment in time—where young people are being not allowed to mix with each 
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other. They are confined to their units, and they are going stir-crazy. As soon as they 
get out, and, say, they are going to education and they see that person, it heightens the 
temperature of the centre, so that may lead to a perception more staff is a required 
response. There was a forum recently with someone from the Diagrama centre in Spain. 
Their model has much lower staffing numbers overall, but the temperature of those 
centres is much lower.  
 
Mr Costello: And as to the risk profile that you raise, they have made the point in Spain 
that it took them 20 years to get to where they are, and they made some mistakes, and 
there were some challenging times. I think part of this discussion about the purpose of 
Bimberi, and maybe dealing with some of the issues you have mentioned, Mr Emerson, 
is also us as a community accepting that if we are going to get to a place where there is 
more focus on therapeutic outcomes and opportunities to leave the centre for school 
and employment, things may trip up. We may have some issues along the way, but it is 
having some tolerance around that on the basis that we know where we are going, and 
it is going to be a better place when we get there, and the community accepting that 
there is going to be a higher risk threshold for achieving some of those goals.  
 
MR EMERSON: I almost feel like trying to reduce the risks to zero with lots of lock 
downs elevates the risk because it elevates tensions in the centre.  
 
Ms Minty: Hundred per cent, yes.  
 
Mr Costello: Yes.  
 
MR EMERSON: “You are responsible for this lockdown, so now I am grumpy with 
you.” 
 
Ms Minty: Exactly, yes. 
 
MR EMERSON: “When I see you, I am going to tell you about it.” 
 
Ms Minty: On top of that, in the Healthy Centre Review, last time, we looked at the 
average stay, because almost everyone in Bimberi was on remand at the time, and when 
we looked at the median stay, it was one day—this goes to Sunday court, bail support 
and what we can do to keep young people out. If they are only going to be in there for 
one night, it is only going to cause harm in terms of exposure to a challenging, risky, 
traumatic environment that is criminogenic—we know that. So reducing those short 
stays is part of the consideration.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you. On behalf of the committee, I thank you for your attendance 
today. If you have taken any questions on notice, please provide your answers to the 
committee secretary within five business days of receiving the uncorrected proof 
Hansard.  
 
Short suspension.  
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Appearances: 
 
ACT Official Visitors 

Muir, Mr Peter, Chair, Official Visitors Board  
Doube, Ms Clare, Official Visitor for Corrections and Member, Official Visitors 

Board  
Webster, Ms Kim, Official Visitor for Disability 
Ward, Ms Kim, Official Visitor for Children and Young People and Homelessness 
Quinn, Ms Vickie, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Official Visitor for Children 

and Young People 
 
THE CHAIR: We welcome board representatives and officials representing ACT 
Official Visitors. Please note that, as witnesses, you are protected by parliamentary 
privilege and bound by its obligations. You must tell the truth, as giving false or 
misleading evidence will be treated as a serious matter and may be considered contempt 
of the Assembly.  
 
THE CHAIR: Vickie, do you have any comment to make about the capacity in which 
you appear? 
 
Ms Quinn: I am the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Official Visitor for Children 
and Young People, and I am currently acting in the corrections space and a small part 
in the disability space.  
 
THE CHAIR: As we are not taking opening statements, we will now proceed to 
questions. My first question will go to Mr Cocks.  
 
MR COCKS: Thank you. This is very much an open question. I am interested in the 
experience of children and young people in particular. I would like to understand what 
is really defining those experiences at the moment and what are the challenges that are 
being presented. 
 
Ms Ward: There seems to be an increasing number of children and young people in 
residential care. When they talk to us, they talk about a range of issues. It might be 
around contact with family; it might be a mismatch in terms of other young people in 
the same setting—some level of conflict. Food often comes up as an issue, as in a lack 
of choice or a lack of snacks. One young person recently reported to me that there was 
no crockery or cutlery in the house; I opened drawers and cupboards and she was spot-
on; there was nothing. 
 
MR COCKS: This is in residential care? 
 
Ms Ward: Yes. It is a range of issues that come up. Another young person was really 
concerned and worried about a restoration plan. CYF were looking at him going home 
within a couple of months. He has some significant mental health issues, and he was 
concerned that that was not right for him. That issue was raised and it has been resolved. 
There are a range of issues impacting those young people. There are some young people 
with some significant mental health problems. It can be challenging for staff to manage 
them, particularly if those young people become aggressive. 
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MR COCKS: It would seem that getting things right in childhood and for young people 
is really important for setting them up into the future. How are these things being 
received, in your engagements? 
 
Ms Ward: One of the biggest issues is lack of transition from care planning. That has 
been consistent, certainly, in the time that I have been in this position, for just over 
12 months now. That is coming up frequently. I think there is a constant turnover of 
staff in those residential settings, so it can be a challenge for young people to get to trust 
the people that are working with them. 
 
MR COCKS: Is that turnover concern—and we hear it in other parts—a 
disproportionate concern for young people, or just one of the main things that they are 
raising—without seeking to minimise it at all, as it has a big impact. 
 
Ms Ward: I think it does have a significant impact, even with some of the visits that I 
do. The youth workers do not know who the Official Visitor is, despite us wearing an 
ID, and we have postcards with our pictures open. That is pretty constant. We do raise 
that with service providers, and they say that they cover that in their induction of new 
staff. It is hit and miss. Some youth workers have no idea about the role of the Official 
Visitor. 
 
MR EMERSON: I want to ask about access. This was raised in a prior hearing. I 
believe Ms Barry had an exchange with you, Ms Ward, about this. I think you had 
raised it with the minister, and you were waiting to see if there was going to be any 
change. Is that an outstanding issue for you? 
 
Ms Ward: It is an outstanding issue. Vickie and I have had to prioritise what visits we 
are actually doing. In this quarter, we have not made a lot of attempts to access Bimberi, 
and that is purely based on workload and balancing the needs of young people in 
residential care. We acknowledge that, for young people in Bimberi, there are other 
oversight bodies that see those young people and have a level of oversight, so we have 
not been able to prioritise visits to Bimberi in the last quarter. We are working with the 
Public Advocate to look at some re-engagement, initially doing some joint visits with 
the Public Advocate, to try and re-engage. 
 
MR EMERSON: Is that an issue at the AMC at all, or can you gain access whenever 
you need to do so?  
 
Ms Doube: Yes, we can get ready access whenever we need it—weekdays and 
weekends. 
 
MR EMERSON: Have you had any follow-up, Ms Ward or Ms Quinn, about this 
issue, since having raised it with the minister? 
 
Ms Quinn: No, I certainly have not. 
 
Ms Ward: No. 
 
Ms Quinn: We have raised it with Bimberi, around having individual access, and 
nothing has come back from the Bimberi space, either. It has been an ongoing issue 
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since I have been in the role; it must be for 4½ years or more now. No, there is no 
urgency on anybody’s behalf to help us with that. 
 
MR EMERSON: It has to be a challenge, when you want to speak with a young person 
about their experience, and you are accompanied by a staff member that might be 
involved in that experience. Do you get a sense, from conversations when you can have 
them, that they are not as candid as they might otherwise be? 
 
Ms Ward: Absolutely. 
 
Ms Quinn: I would have to say no, the staff are pretty good at stepping away. For me, 
the cultural considerations are an issue, throughout the whole of the young people 
space, and the ageing out of care issues as well. That is in response to the prior question. 
 
MR EMERSON: You have a difference response? 
 
Ms Ward: My experience is probably a little bit different to Vickie’s, because staff do 
stay close by. During the last visit that I did to Bimberi, I waited for 30 minutes in the 
waiting room. There were not enough staff on. When I was eventually taken through, I 
was told I was 30 minutes late, after having sat in the waiting room for 30 minutes. I 
was told that it was not convenient, because staff needed to go for lunch. In the end I 
just said to them, “Look, let’s scrap today’s visit, and I will rearrange.”  
 
MR EMERSON: Really?  
 
Ms Ward: Yes.  
 
MR EMERSON: Do you know if the centre had to do a lockdown for that lunch break 
as well? That is a recurring issue. 
 
Ms Ward: I am not sure.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Coming to out-of-home care and people transitioning from that 
into public housing, I understand that, because they lack a rental history or independent 
living experience, it is not working adequately. Can you explain what issues those 
young people who are leaving care are facing and why the current transition plan 
arrangements are not working?  
 
Ms Ward: Where to start?  
 
MR BRADDOCK: It is a small question!  
 
Ms Ward: Firstly, there are very few transition plans in place or effective—or, when 
we ask young people, they do not know if there is a plan. There are a very limited 
number of young people that actually go into public housing, because they are unable 
to provide a rental history. I know that services such as MacKillop are doing some 
amazing work, being creative and supporting some young people in a granny flat, where 
the young person pays rent. That money ultimately goes back to them, but it gives them 
a rental history to show Housing ACT that they can live independently. With young 
people leaving care, the majority of them are at risk of homelessness very quickly.  
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MR BRADDOCK: They are actively being excluded from public housing; what do we 
need to change to make sure that they can transition into public housing?  
 
Ms Ward: The planning needs to start early and there needs to be some formal 
agreement with housing around ensuring there is a certain capacity of housing for those 
young people.  
 
Ms Webster: There needs to be a policy change around the policies on how they accept 
young people into housing. I recently spoke with Minister Berry about two very 
different stories. There was a young person that had a supportive parent and they needed 
housing. They were 18, and they did not have a rental history. There are multiple young 
people that are ageing out of care that do not have a supportive parent. They seem to be 
treated differently around having acceptance, around being given a property and given 
a lease with Housing ACT. There needs to be a firm policy change around children 
ageing out of care that have been in the system.  
 
In addition, with the areas of the properties that some of the young people that are 
ageing out of care are put in, they are high crime areas, and high drug risk properties. 
There is not a match, even for the ones that are successful in moving through some of 
the things MacKillop have set up to show that they have a rental history, and they are 
often put in high-risk areas. A multifaceted approach is needed to rectify this for young 
people exiting care.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: I am trying to understand this. There are two parts of the problem. 
There is poor transition planning for children and young people and families, and there 
is also Housing ACT’s acceptance policy for young people. Is it the case that both need 
to be addressed?  
 
Ms Doube: Yes.  
 
Ms Webster: Correct.  
 
Ms Ward: I would say yes. 
 
MR BRADDOCK:  Okay.  
 
Ms Ward: Can I add that I am currently acting in the homelessness space, as Official 
Visitor. What I hear commonly is that it is not unusual for young people to be dropped 
off at places like Ainslie Village on their 18th birthday, because they have aged out of 
care.  
 
THE CHAIR: Can I confirm: they are just dropped off?  
 
Ms Ward: Yes, taken by maybe a foster carer and dropped at the door. “You’re on your 
own.”  
 
MR EMERSON: Happy birthday.  
 
Ms Ward: Yes. 
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THE CHAIR: Really?  
 
Ms Ward: Yes. That is really concerning, given that these young people have been—  
 
THE CHAIR: Essentially looked after.  
 
Ms Ward: under the care of the D-G. Technically, as parents, how can that happen to 
a young person that reaches 18?  
 
THE CHAIR: With no support, nothing. Just, “See you later, bye.”  
 
Ms Ward: Yes. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: I have a pretty simple question. Have the tablets for 
detainees been introduced at AMC?  
 
Ms Ward: I do not think so.  
 
Ms Doube: No, not yet. It is still some years away, I believe.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: I will move on to the annual report last year, which 
highlighted continued dissatisfaction—and you have alluded to it—amongst detainees 
with complaints handling. What are the key or easy “must, should, could do” 
improvements that could or should be considered?  
 
Ms Doube: In terms of the management of complaints?  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: How complaints are handled, yes.  
 
Ms Doube: Resourcing of that area within AMC that manages complaints. I would like 
to see much faster responses. Sometimes there are fast responses, but quite often it is 
taking many weeks to get responses. Wherever possible, there should be a greater focus 
on engagement at the first point of call rather than it needing to get to a point of a formal 
complaint. There are a few different steps. There is the engagement from staff to try 
and resolve that; but, if it does end up as a formal complaint, that is resolved faster, and 
that means greater resourcing for that team within AMC.  
 
THE CHAIR: I have a question around the incident at the behavioural assessment unit 
recently.  
 
Ms Doube: That would be the mental health representative. We might need to take that 
one on notice.  
 
THE CHAIR: Okay. Can we go to AMC? Have you had visits to the AMC recently?  
 
Ms Doube: Yes.  
 
THE CHAIR: What are you seeing? What is the change from your last annual report?  
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Ms Doube: Not a lot of change, I would say. I visit weekly. I have great access there. I 
am able to travel freely through the centre, speak to people freely, and look at records, 
CCTV et cetera as needed. Some of the big issues that we have identified in the last 
report remain the same. I would like to see a far greater focus around rehabilitation and 
reintegration elements. Many of the other issues that have been raised that are linked to 
that, around access to education, case managers and so on, remain the same.  
 
Something to note particularly is that, in this last period, there have been very high 
detainee numbers at times—up to 500—yet it is the same facilities, the same staffing 
capacity et cetera. Obviously, a team such as case managers—a very small team, 
anyway—is even further stretched. The level of support that is able to be provided is 
stretched further. Numbers have dropped slightly in the last couple of months, but that 
was really noticeable, in terms of the stretch on accommodation, the greater tensions 
that come when there is less flexibility in terms of what accommodation people can be 
housed in, and assaults and so on that come from that. There is also a greater stretch on 
those services.  
 
THE CHAIR: In the last annual reports hearing, we heard from the commissioner that 
they were introducing a policy to understand the literacy and numeracy levels of 
detainees. Do you have any insights on how that is progressing?  
 
Ms Doube: It is early days. The last update that I had was that the initial expressions of 
interest had been put out, and the detainee group that would be part of that pilot was 
being identified. It is still very early days. I do think it is really positive that programs 
like that are starting. Hopefully, it can become an ongoing collaboration with CIT as 
well. That may open up a whole range of doors in terms of education opportunities.  
 
THE CHAIR: What are the top three or four issues that detainees continue to raise 
with you, and have you seen anything in the budget that goes to address this?  
 
Ms Doube: There is such a range of different issues that are raised. If I could clump 
things together, I would say boredom is a top issue. That can mean a lack of a structured 
day, it can mean a lack of access to educational programs or a lack of access to a library 
activities area. I am probably being a bit cheeky in combining a whole lot of things into 
one, but I think there is an overarching issue around people not having meaningful 
activities—things to do with their time. 
 
We also receive a number of complaints around health care, particularly in terms of it 
not being equivalent to health care in the community. Some medications, particularly 
pain medications, are not routinely available within that environment. I refer also to 
access to allied health services. Sometimes there are delays in accessing referrals to 
specialists and dentistry. Health care is another area. 
 
One area that has come up a lot, although we are seeing some improvements, is around 
contact lists—people needing to have an email address or a phone call added to their 
approved list. Last year, we had identified that there were often long delays in getting 
that happening. I think that area has been resourced more and we are not hearing the 
same complaints around those delays, so that is certainly an improvement. 
 
THE CHAIR: Is there anything that you have seen in the budget that goes to addressing 
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some of those concerns? 
 
Ms Doube: I probably would not know the full detail of what is proposed in the budget, 
so I would not be able to respond comprehensively to that. I do think there is huge 
opportunity for improvement in corrections, if the resourcing was available.  
 
THE CHAIR: On resourcing, do you think you can carry out your role with the level 
of resourcing that you have? 
 
Ms Doube: We are overstretched. I can certainly speak from a corrections perspective, 
but I know that is the case for my colleagues as well. The budget has not been increased 
for a number of years, other than a small CPI increase. We are needing to find a range 
of ways to manage within that available bucket. We have, in corrections, for instance, 
reduced the number of visits that we do. Also, we have made decisions around, for 
instance, maybe not reviewing draft policies, operational guidelines and things like that 
where we would have the opportunity to have input, but we need to make a call about 
where we spend our time. I think that, across the board, we are not able to get to all the 
places that we want to, as regularly as we can, and maybe not to be able to do the level 
of follow-up that we would want to do, to fulfil our oversight obligations.  
 
MR EMERSON: On that, I want to ask about recruitment, when there is a vacancy. 
What does the process for recruitment of new Official Visitors look like, and are there 
any barriers to that happening quickly? 
 
Mr Muir: The process is that there will be an advertisement process, a regular selection 
panel, which is normally a member of the board, an Official Visitor and an independent. 
We always make sure that there is a First Nations representative on any panel that we 
convene. The matters go through the usual processes of consultation with various 
offices across the ACT government. The matter proceeds to cabinet and then to the 
various standing committees. 
 
The process usually takes in excess of three months. One of the barriers—and I do not 
know that there is an answer to this—is that it leaves people in limbo for a long time. 
We are unable to advise either successful or unsuccessful applicants, and there is just a 
long period of silence. There was one person in the disability area that we lost in that 
space this year, during that process. It is really the length of the process that is the 
barrier.  
 
MR EMERSON: Can you talk me through that delay? 
 
Mr Muir: It is a matter of working its way through cabinet processes, consultation with 
other agencies within the ACT government, and proceeding to standing committees. 
For example, as you would be well aware, standing committees only meet at set times, 
so we need to get those requests to standing committees when they sit. The major delay 
is in the back-end processes of consultation and approvals.  
 
MR EMERSON: You are not able to, in the interim, say, “We’ve recommended you 
for this position; now we’re waiting,” or— 
 
Mr Muir: We would be breaching cabinet processes if we did that.  
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MR BRADDOCK: I want to go to NDIS changes to funding from the federal level. 
We know that it is having an impact on those with disability here in the ACT. What are 
you finding, in terms of people having their supports reduced, and what do you foresee 
as the future cuts that will flow out of that? 
 
Ms Webster: We are starting to see cuts. We have been seeing cuts for some time now, 
but we foresee dramatic cuts yet to come, particularly around people with psychosocial 
disabilities and those with neurodivergence. The big concern is that those that are 
accessing drop-in supports, that were quite often inadequate to begin with, are suffering 
as a result. 
 
People in supported independent living are having funding slashed. For example, they 
might have been funded at one to two—one support worker to support two 
participants—and their funding might be slashed to one to three or one to four. The 
impact of that is that they may be living with another housemate in a house, under one 
to two. If their funding changes to one to three or one to four, that can mean a change 
in accommodation, a potential change in supported independent living NDIS provider, 
and changes in staff or location. 
 
Most people do not want to leave the home that they are comfortable in; often, they 
have lived there for a long time. Due to funding cuts, they may be requested to do so. 
Alternatively, they will need to have additional NDIS participants move in with them. 
We are finding that that is having a particularly strong effect, because little research 
and consultation is going into looking at suitable housemate matches. People might not 
necessarily have common interests, but their disabilities might align and they have 
similar care needs. In situations like that, we are seeing someone that might have very 
high-care needs with another person that may have lower care needs, and the services 
are focused on the people with the higher needs. Those with less needs are getting less 
support, because it is deemed that there are other people that are more needy in that 
situation. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Have you raised these concerns with the minister for disability and 
has the government been responsive as to how to respond to those concerns?  
 
Ms Webster: Yes, we have. We have raised that with Minister Orr. She has been very 
responsive. While she cannot have direct impact, I know we have detailed our concerns 
around these systemic issues, and she has raised them with her federal counterpart.  
 
THE CHAIR: This question can be taken on notice. Going back to the behavioural 
assessment unit, where a patient in distress became violent and held staff hostage in the 
unit, I would like to understand what observations the Official Visitors made about the 
incident, and an opinion on whether the BAU is an appropriate environment to safely 
manage people experiencing an acute mental health crisis. Also, are there lessons to be 
learnt from that incident that should inform the design or operation of mental health 
assessment and treatment environments? There are other questions about the report, 
your previous report, but since there is no-one here to take it, I will leave it there and 
put it on notice. Mr Emerson? 
 
MR EMERSON: Ms Doube, a former inmate raised an issue of the washing powder 
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that is used in the AMC, saying that essentially it is toxic, it is being used without 
adequate PPE, and it is not appropriately stored according to safety standards. Has this 
ever been raised with you?  
 
Ms Doube: I have had it raised with me that the washing powder had caused an allergy 
or itchiness for some detainees. When we raised that with staff, who looked into it, they 
said that too much volume of the powder was being used, and they advised reducing 
the amount. That particular detainee did not return to me with further complaints after 
that advice. That is the example that I am aware of in relation to the washing powder.  
 
MR EMERSON: It has been put to me that the particular powder that continues to be 
used is classified as hazardous, according to the globally harmonised system, with the 
manufacturer explicitly warning not to breathe in the dust. When handling it, it is 
classified as a category 3 hazard; it has corrosive properties, so it is a hazard for skin 
irritation, as you mentioned, and eye corrosion, and it should be required to be stored 
in a cool, dry, well-ventilated area, and securely closed. The detainee raised that none 
of these things seem to be happening.  
 
Ms Doube: I am not aware of that. I am happy to look into that.  
 
MR EMERSON: Thank you. I might ask corrections as well.  
 
Ms Doube: Yes, certainly.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: You have repeatedly recommended the establishment of a 
disability death review in the ACT. Has the ACT government advised that it will do 
more than just agree in principle to this establishment, and actually go through with 
creating such a review mechanism?  
 
Mr Muir: No, it has not progressed beyond the response to the royal commission.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Is there any reason why it has not progressed any further?  
 
Mr Muir: I have not been given those reasons. I have raised it once, I think, in one 
meeting with the minister. Her response was to refer back to the ACT government’s 
response to the royal commission.  
 
THE CHAIR: I think we have exhausted our questions. On behalf of the committee, I 
thank you for your attendance today. If you have taken any questions on notice, please 
provide your answers to the committee secretary within five business days of receiving 
the uncorrected proof Hansard. The committee will now suspend the proceedings for a 
short break.  
 
Hearing suspended from 10.24 to 10.46 am 
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Orr, Ms Suzanne, Minister for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs, Minister 
for Climate Change, Environment, Energy and Water, Minister for Disability, Carers 
and Community Services and Minister for Seniors and Veterans 

 
Health and Community Services Directorate 

Arthy, Ms Kareena, Director General, Health and Community Services Directorate 
Evans, Ms Jacinta, Executive Group Manager, Strategic Policy 
Travers, Ms Maria, Acting Executive Group Manager, Inclusion 
Akhter, Ms Sanzida, Executive Branch Manager, Women Youth LGBTIQA+ and 

Multicultural Affairs 
Dolan, Ms Fiona, Executive Branch Manager, Commissioning, Policy and Service 

Design 
 
THE CHAIR: Welcome back to the Public Hearings for the Select Committee on 
Estimates 2026/2027. We welcome Ms Suzanne Orr, in her capacity as Minister for 
Disability, Carers and Community Services, and Minister for Seniors and Veterans, and 
her officials.  
 
Please note that, as witnesses, you are protected by parliamentary privilege and bound 
by its obligations. You must tell the truth, as giving false and misleading evidence will 
be treated as a serious matter and may be considered contempt of the Assembly. For 
the Hansard record, when you first speak, please state your name and the capacity in 
which you appear.  
 
As we will not be inviting opening statements, we will now proceed to questions.  
 
MR CAIN: Minister, families have been assured that no child will be worse off as the 
ACT transitions to the Thriving Kids model. What work has the ACT government 
completed to ensure services will be available from day one?  
 
Ms Orr: Thank you, Mr Cain. Noting that day one is 1 January 2028, there is a 
progressive rollout of services. Work has commenced, as I have provided in a number 
of my updates to the chamber so far, and will continue to provide as we rollout and 
scale up those services.  
 
Just confirming for Hansard: Suzanne Orr, Minister for Disability, Carers and 
Community Services.  
 
I can hand to the directorate to run you through more of the detail as to the work they 
have been doing in finalising the expectations with the commonwealth around the 
national model and how that will be adhered to, and what that looks like in the ACT—
noting that we still are working towards that 1 October commencement for a phased 
and scaled rollout.  
 
MR CAIN: I am particularly interested in the October turning point, as well.  
 
Ms Evans: Thank you, Mr Cain. Jacinta Evans, Executive Group Manager, Strategic 
Policy in the directorate. Thank you for your question. The minister is right in saying 
that we have a long lead time on this piece of work—well, not that long, 18 months or 
so—in the sense that the 1 October requirement is that some services commence during 
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that period of 1 October this year through to January 2028. We will progressively 
increase the service offering. During that time, we are assured that no child will leave 
the NDIS scheme if they are currently engaged in it. So, their services will continue 
through the NDIS.  
 
In terms of what we have done to be prepared, the minister has held a number of 
roundtables with families and with stakeholders to understand the landscape that we are 
in at the moment, and understand better what it is that would be considered a really 
good starting point for families and for stakeholders.  
 
We have been working through a range of service offerings, and government is 
considering what those offerings might end up looking like in a final form, but it is fair 
to say that the preparation that we are doing is towards increasing across the publicly 
available national model. We are looking to increase services across that national 
model, and that includes information, that includes navigation—so, “How do families 
engage?”—and that includes targeted supports.  
 
MR CAIN: So, in particular, what can we expect to happen from 1 October?  
 
Ms Evans: I think that is still under government consideration. Minister, did you want 
me to speak with more detail? 
 
Ms Orr: I can start, and then Ms Evans can follow up. I think, Mr Cain, in answering 
your question, there is a process consideration in that we signed the bilateral agreement 
with the federal government in February. Following from that, there was a negotiation 
period over an implementation plan—which is not a public document, as has been asked 
within the chamber. I am happy just to clearly state that, so we are all on the same page. 
That was signed towards the end of May, following the implementation plan being 
finalised.  
 
That has now allowed us to work through what, exactly, we will be looking to do from 
1 October, and progressively over the period. And we just need to go through our 
cabinet processes to finalise that. So, I guess the timing of it is such that there are still 
decisions of cabinet to be made. But please do not take that as we have not been 
preparing or we do not have an idea.  
 
But we can talk to the national model; the expectations under that, and certainly where 
our thinking is going as to what we would be ready to address from that 1 October 
period, against that national model. 
 
MR CAIN: Yes, that is okay. I have got particular questions, though. So, with the 
implementation, what consideration has been given to workforces’ needs, 
commissioning, referral pathways? And what risks have you identified to any such 
implementation?  
 
Ms Orr: Okay. Mr Cain, sorry. That was workforce, commissioning— 
 
MR CAIN: Referral pathways. 
 
Ms Orr: All right. I might ask the directorate to start with the referral pathway, because 
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I think that is one of the areas where we actually have done quite extensive thinking, 
from an initial point of view. And certainly, in workforce and commissioning, there has 
been a lot of thinking done on that too—but noting that that is a continual area. 
 
MR CAIN: Thank you. And if you can touch on any contingency if things just do not 
roll out the way you are planning.  
 
Ms Evans: Thanks, Mr Cain. I think it is important to acknowledge that we are working 
through this in a phased way. So, in terms of the areas that you have asked about, 
particularly referral pathways: in phase 1, which is what we are proposing to start this 
process with, we will definitely be looking at children who are in existing government 
services in the ACT. We have a number of children who receive services through the 
Child Development Service, for instance, and many other services across the 
ACT government.  
 
So, we will be looking to make sure that those families who are receiving a level of 
support will get continued support. That has to be a priority for government because 
they are outside of the NDIS. So, we are certainly looking at that kind of referral 
pathway element, as I mentioned, in terms of the national model; a clear pathway from 
receiving information to receiving a navigation service, if that is required—so, someone 
to help you find the service you need—and referring into a level of targeted supports. 
That is the planning that we have been doing.  
 
We are very much conscious that, under the NDIS, families necessarily do not receive 
support in the way that we are proposing. So, under the NDIS a family receives a 
package for their child. Under Thriving Kids, we will be looking more at a family 
focused sort of support service. So, parents might receive the first lot of information, 
and it might be appropriate to support them in a particular way, rather than moving 
directly to a kind of a targeted support. So, we are working through what those referral 
pathways look like in a family focused, child-focused way.  
 
We will move to a phase 2, which will have further design behind it. And that will not 
be until mid-next year, sort of thing.  
 
Ms Orr: If I could just jump in and add, and I feel Ms Arthy also wants to add a bit to 
this, so she might jump in after me. But, Mr Cain, the navigation was a key observation 
and recommendation of the NDIS review, and is also a key component of the Thriving 
Kids technical advisory committee report, in providing that background of support to 
families—that case management to families—to help them navigate the system.  
 
And noting that a lot of the first focus has been around scaling up existing government 
services to make sure that they are easy to navigate, you can follow through, and then 
meet all the needs—not just of the child but also of the family. Those are key 
considerations that we have been looking at. I think the navigation is a focus for us in 
the first instance because that has been such a recognised, I guess, gap within the current 
service system. So that is certainly what we would like to address to begin with, so that 
people have the benefit of what is there.  
 
The other thing I would note with Thriving Kids is—and this is also reflected in the 
NDIS review and a lot of the advocacy that has come out of that—that this is also to 
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respond to a lot of unmet need. Because people have not necessarily been able to get 
into the early pathways within the NDIS process, or, once they are in, that the structure 
that is there for the early pathways is not actually working for them in a way that best 
meets their needs. So that is the other part that we have been considering. It will not be 
like-for-like replacement—and it should not be a like-for-like replacement because we 
know that model is not working as well as it could. That is why we are taking this 
approach. Ms Arthy, I think, had something she wanted to add.  
 
Ms Arthy: Kareena Arthy, Director General, Health and Community Services 
Directorate. I was going to move onto workforce, if that is okay.  
 
MR CAIN: Okay. Thank you.  
 
Ms Arthy: So, recognising that the government is still making decisions so I cannot go 
into specifics, there are probably three broad areas when it comes to workforce. One is 
that, under the national agreement, the commonwealth government is responsible for 
some elements of workforce. We are still awaiting advice as to what that might look 
like. But we understand that is going to be focused on the education sector. So: how are 
skills uplifted in amongst teachers, for example, about how to be part of this. But again, 
we are still waiting on details, so I cannot go through any of that.  
 
Then there is our own workforce. As Ms Evans said, we will be having a significant 
focus around the Child Development Service, our child family centres, as well. So, it is 
how we uplift our own workforce.  
 
And the third one is a longer-term piece about: how do we ensure that the university 
system is producing appropriately skilled people that will go into this area? And I will 
do that last one, first.  
 
So the University of Canberra has been taking the lead on this and has now held two 
workshops that have all different education institutions from across the ACT, as well 
as stakeholders that work within the sector, really looking about well how can they 
change their offerings to ensure that the people who come out of the education sector 
will fit. And they are looking at things like student placements, they are looking at doing 
research around AI, and how that can help the navigation with training, et cetera. So, 
the University of Canberra is looking at that.  
 
In terms of our workforce, and if you talk about risks, we know that there are workforce 
shortages when it comes to allied health. And one of the things that we are going to 
have to be very careful about when we expand services is that we are not taking from 
another critical part of the service. So, we will be doing an uplift of our own workforce 
but we will probably need to do that in a staged way so that we can make sure that, as 
a network, we have a network that is available. And that is something that we are 
working through at the moment, in terms of contingency plans, because we know there 
are shortages. So, how do we work through that?  
 
I think that has really covered the main thing. Your other question was around 
commissioning. That really is the next stage, because at the moment we are focusing 
on 1 October, just around uplifting of our own services at the moment, bearing in mind 
the decisions have not yet been made. The longer-term commissioning of other services 
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will be designed over coming months.  
 
MR CAIN: Thank you.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Just going back to provider workforce, for a second. In the current 
context of a changing disability service landscape, with a multi-phase rollout of 
foundational supports and what we have heard about people’s individual supports under 
DS currently being reduced, what consideration has been given to how small providers 
will be able to continue operations in that transitional phase of foundational supports? 
Because we have certainly heard from a few community providers of disability services 
that they are worried they will not be able to survive the time until phase two. 
 
Ms Orr: Miss Nuttall, can I just clarify: are you asking in regard to Thriving Kids?  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Yes.  
 
Ms Orr: Okay. Because Thriving Kids is a component of foundational supports. Just 
noting that there have been no further decisions made by national cabinet on other 
foundational supports. We are focused on Thriving Kids at this point in time.  
 
Just to begin, and then I will hand to the directorate if they have anything to add: Miss 
Nuttall, in regard to the provision of services and, I guess, a step change between the 
NDIS and Thriving Kids, all the advice to us is the NDIS will continue to provide 
services for children with the highest needs. So, the early pathway will not cease to 
exist; it will be rescoped to fit within the ecosystem and the interlinkage with Thriving 
Kids. That would be the first point I would make. Those decisions are still to be worked 
through, and they will be made with the federal government, with the commonwealth 
in the DRMC—so with all state and territory ministers.  
 
As to other services within the ACT, most of it does actually go through that early 
pathway. So, there is not a huge amount of other services around the NDIS, to my 
understanding, that would necessarily link into the early pathways outside of the 
provider for that service, which is a single contract from the commonwealth 
government. But again, that service will continue in a different way. I do not know if 
the directorate wants to add anything to that? 
 
Ms Arthy: No, I think you have covered it, minister. I think just to reiterate that the 
broader decisions around the impacts of the changes to NDIS, we do not know what 
they are yet so we cannot really analyse what the impacts are going to be on local 
providers. So, at the moment the only decisions we have got relate to Thriving Kids.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Are there any sort of contract assurances you can make in the short 
term so those organisations can, I suppose, continue to sustain themselves at that base 
level? 
 
Ms Orr: Miss Nuttall, I think the way you are presenting it is, you know, a very broad 
presentation and you would have to look at a case-by-case basis, as to what there is in 
consideration. And not pointing to anything; it is a very general question that is very 
hard to provide an answer that is not very general and so forth.  
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What I can point to is that within the budget we do have funding for some pilot programs 
around general foundational supports. We will be working up what those look like, and 
that is certainly there to support in the transition through, broadly, Thriving Kids—
noting that decisions still need to be made and we are still working. We do not have the 
benefit of what those decisions would be and what is actually required of them.  
 
But certainly, in working with some of the key organisations that we have been doing, 
that general work, that foundational work around advocacy, around particular initial 
points of contact for certain impairments that specialise in that. So, it might be if you 
have a vision impairment, you would go to the Blind Society in the ACT. So, the sorts 
of organisations that would probably be interacting with the tier-two aspects of the 
NDIS, now through the ILC program and others like that. We certainly know that there 
is a bit of a need just to have a think about what a supported transition would look like 
for them, because they are the ones probably most in scope of shifting to a more general 
foundational support.  
 
So, we have put the pilot projects in there. We will work with the various organisations 
in scoping up what those pilots might look like. Where we end up with general 
foundational supports might look very different to what the pilots are, depending on 
what decisions get made. But I think the benefit of the pilots is it lets us test within the 
ACT what would work for creating an ecosystem of that initial layer of supports for 
particular impairments that go to peer-to-peer and community support.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Thank you. I understand you are still receiving advice on how it 
links in with education, but is there a specific plan for uplifting the skills of teachers? 
Because, to the best of our knowledge, looking through the budget papers, it does not 
seem to be accounted for in the recent education funding uplift under the one-system 
reforms.  
 
Ms Orr: I think, Miss Nuttall, part of the answer to that question probably sits with the 
minister for education and the work that they have been doing for a number of years 
under the inclusive education strategy. I can hand to Ms Arthy for her to go over it, 
because the commonwealth is the one who is taking the lead on the workforce, but she 
can certainly provide a little bit more information where possible.  
 
Ms Arthy: The Education Directorate is part of a whole-of-government oversight 
committee that I chair. They are part of understanding what is happening and going on 
here. I think it is about a matter of timing as well, because at the moment we are focused 
very much on 1 October and what we stand up. And over time it is then, “How do we 
look at what we need to do within schools?”  
 
The minister is correct that we understand that the commonwealth government is going 
to be taking the lead on providing support into schools, for Thriving Kids. We do not 
have any of that detail in terms of what that is.  
 
So, I think this is really something that we are just waiting to see but, just to assure you, 
we are working very closely with the Education Directorate. In the first instance, a lot 
of our focus is around navigation and how we make sure that—because the teachers see 
the children, like, once they get the course applied. We are also focused on that very 
early intervention as well, because often by the time you get to school, it could be—not 
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too late, but we want to try and get early intervention as well. So that is where we are 
focusing.  
 
Ms Orr: I think if I can just— 
 
THE CHAIR: Sorry, one second, minister. If I can just remind members that we have 
another session on disability where all of the ministers will be present. Just on the focus 
of what this particular session is about, so we are not spending time on a session that 
we will have in the future. So please just be mindful.  
 
Ms Orr: Chair, I take on board what you have said, but if you would just indulge me 
one very quick add to that last question?  
 
THE CHAIR: Yes, of course.  
 
Ms Orr: Miss Nuttall, I think, just in talking about the workforce with education, and 
it also goes to early childhood educators: it is not limited to just the school system. I 
think the one thing I would like to press is, you know, I have heard from a number of 
individuals that there is a view that teachers will suddenly have to become allied health 
professionals. And I certainly can provide assurances from the ACT government that is 
not the approach that we are working to. It is more looking at, “How can we equip 
people across the whole early childhood development ecosystem, and where people 
interact with it, to understand and identify and make referrals to the allied health 
professionals that can do it?” I would just like to put that on the record so that we have 
it in that context of the discussion. Thank you, chair, for indulging me.  
 
MS CARRICK: I guess this is the policy side of it, as opposed to the implementation 
later on. So, just with disability, I was just wondering about your policy around the 
specialist schools. So, sure, the Education Directorate does implement specialist 
schools and maintains them and all that, but what about your—  
 
THE CHAIR: Sorry, Ms Carrick, I think that is also the next session we have.  
 
Ms Orr: I think the specialist disability schools, that policy would sit with the 
Education Directorate.  
 
MS CARRICK: So, the policy sits with them, not with disability? 
 
THE CHAIR: So that is why we will have the combined session next, with education. 
We have got everyone, so you can ask all of those broad questions: health, education, 
all of that. Mr Emerson, thank you.  
 
MR EMERSON: I wanted to ask about food relief, the Food Relief Action Plan. That 
came out in February of this year. I am keen for an update on the actions in the plan, 
whether a lived experience forum has been established, which is the first action.  
 
Ms Orr: Thank you, Mr Emerson. So, with the plan, we have gone through our budget 
processes. We have seen an uplift, in particular, to support some of the impacts that 
have come from the fuel situation and some of the immediate parts we put there. So 
certainly, our focus went to responding to that. 
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MR EMERSON: And that is going to existing food relief service providers; that 
funding in the budget? 
 
Ms Orr: So, the funding in the budget is a range of areas, and still to be finalised and 
allocated. So, we have got the uplift there. We have put it there because we were not 
sure whether pressures would be coming from the situation with the fuel. Looking at 
where we are now, we have not seen those pressures actually come off. So now we will 
be considering how we best allocate that funding to meet need, not just giving it if it is 
not needed for fuel pressures. But the two were happening in parallel, I think is the 
process we were having, and looking to respond to both of them. That was where we 
were keeping the options open.  
 
As to then implementing the food plan recommendations, I believe that the lived 
experience forum is the first one you raised? 
 
MR EMERSON: Yes, whether that has been established.  
 
Ms Orr: Yes. There is also the government position on food relief. What we are looking 
at doing is just how best to progress those through the governance, noting that there is 
some governance in place, but looking at whether that still best meets the needs of 
where we are going to.  
 
We will be looking at what immediate uplift to provide from the additional funding, 
and from the second years of the food fund that was there—and looking at how we can 
diversify that funding to make it more available to a range of the needs we are seeing, 
not just, necessarily, the needs that have preceded here. Those decisions are actually 
still—even though we have the funding provisioned, the specifics need to be taken back 
and approved through our cabinet processes. I can pass to the directorate. I am told 
Maria is here, to provide more detailed information if you would like.  
 
Ms Travers: Maria Travers, Acting Executive Group Manager, Inclusion Division. 
 
MR EMERSON: Thanks, Ms Travers. I suppose, in the interests of time, if the answer 
is “the plan came out in February”—I know we are talking about the budget, but also I 
am curious about the plan—if you are able to provide a summary of any actions that 
have progressed since the plan was released and the manner in which they have 
progressed? If the answer is that we are focusing on immediate relief and allocating the 
budget funding, that is also okay.  
 
Ms Orr: I think, Mr Emerson, it is fair to say that is a good way to summarise it. It has 
been focused on those immediate ones, and noting that there were some pretty 
extraordinary pressures that came up that needed to be addressed. But it is also focusing 
on that governance and the best way to steer the project through. And that has been the 
discussions that have also been happening.  
 
Ms Travers: Certainly nothing additional to add to what the minister said. I can 
certainly go down into a breakdown of some of the funding, and how we will be 
providing that, but—  
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Ms Orr: I think that is still being ticked off by— 
 
Ms Travers: —still to be considered with the government. 
 
Ms Orr: To give you assurances, Mr Emerson, recommendations have come to me. I 
think we are still going through the finalisation and, just in trying to keep to my best 
practice of processes, I think it is probably best that I do not pre-empt the final outcome, 
but I can assure you that it is all in train and occurring.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay, so then maybe the final question is: at what point do you 
envision focusing on the action plan, as opposed to allocation of the additional funding?  
 
Ms Orr: But the two are not necessarily separate. They link into each other. But 
imminently following the decisions, yes. Mr Emerson, as soon as I can give you a 
concrete answer, I am more than happy to let you know.  
 
MR EMERSON: It is also, you know, I am curious, right? 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Speaking of processes about the Food Relief Action 
Plan, the consultation process presumably that was taken in the lead-up to or in the 
development of the FRAP: how did that inform the approach, in the final document?  
 
Ms Orr: A really good question. I might hand to the directorate because they are the 
ones that do a lot of the implementation and know all the detailed discussions, so I think 
they will be able to give you really good feedback. 
 
Ms Travers: Certainly, the directorate worked alongside the Food Relief Network in 
developing the Food Relief Action Plan and, as you know, it commenced on 1 July. It 
outlines a whole range of government focus areas to support feeding the community; 
the services and the system. And certainly, yes, worked very closely with the committee 
and with the providers as well, in developing the plan as we go forward.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: And so, were actions taken—well, actually, maybe not 
actions, I might be presumptive because I have not got to that—were actions taken in 
this budget to respond to food relief? How did they sync up with the Food Relief Action 
Plan and actions taken in this budget, to address food relief?  
 
Ms Travers: Well, certainly the Food Relief Action Plan was the basis for the funding 
and, as the minister has said, there are still conversations with the minister and her office 
about how that funding will be distributed—and the best way to do that. But the Food 
Relief Action Plan absolutely informed the budget decisions made by the government 
in this budget.  
 
Ms Orr: I think I will just add to that, Mr Werner-Gibbings. A lot of the feedback that 
we got through these processes has, I guess, crystallised and made it quite clear that 
there are different needs across the food relief sector and response, and that how you 
meet the needs of those different organisations, actors, community groups is not 
consistent through it. In the point I am making is you will have quite organised 
groupings such as OzHarvest or Foodbank who operate on a national scale, who have 
quite a professional and rigorous governance system around what they are doing; and 
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you will get the other end of the spectrum where you have people running a local pantry 
on the curb of the street, or the front door. 
 
So, there are very different—the feedback we have got depending on where you sat in 
how you approach food relief, and the actor, and where you sat within the system meant 
that it was not a one-size-fits-all response. And, certainly, what we found with your 
OzHarvests and your Foodbanks, your One Box, is that their needs go around helping 
a lot with distribution, helping with joined-up coordinated efforts, and helping with how 
best to continue targeting the supports and making sure they are getting to where they 
are going.  
 
The more community-based stuff where it is more an initiative of people’s want to do 
good things, actually a lot of their needs go to around how you undertake what you are 
doing in a way that means that you are doing it in a safe way, that you feel supported—
if it is volunteering, that you have got the understanding there, as to what the role is. 
Very, very different. And I think part of what we are looking at through the food plan 
is starting to look at what the different needs are, and how we best respond to them—
because I do not think it has really been considered as much, or in that broader 
understanding before.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Thank you.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: I would like to ask about funding for LGBTIQA+ organisations, 
just in case anyone needs to swap seats. I was interested: the government said in a May 
media release that it was investing $894,000 to support LGBTIQA+ Canberrans, and 
in an answer to a question taken on notice given last month, Minister Orr, you 
confirmed that the majority of this funding was for two continuing programs; the 
Gender Pathways program and the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander LGBTIQA+ 
advisory group. Can you confirm that these continuing programs have received 
increases in funding from previous years?  
 
Ms Orr: I can certainly confirm that they have received funding. I might get Sanzida 
to run through the detail of what is there. I think, in the question of “increased”, they 
have received new funding because the previous funding for these initiatives ended—
so it is not necessarily increased, but they have received new funding. Whether that 
funding is more or less, I think is not quite necessarily what you—they have received 
funding to provide the service.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Awesome. Specifically, have they increased in line with the 
community sector indexation rate?  
 
Ms Orr: My understanding is that the CSI is applied to A Gender Agenda. What I do 
not know is if it is applied to the reference group, because it is a little bit different.  
 
Ms Akhter: I can assist. 
 
Ms Orr: Yes, the directorate can run through the details.  
 
Ms Akhter: Sanzida Akhter, Executive Branch Manager, Women, Youth, LGBTIQA+ 
and Multicultural Affairs. I can confirm that the funding that AGA will receive is for 
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two components: one is the trans and gender diverse component, the other one is the 
intersex component. In both components they will continue to receive indexation for 
the next four years, within that funding envelope the government has allocated to them 
through this budget.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: And just with the transition between these services, if their existing 
contract expires and they are offered a new contract: was that new contract essentially 
a year-on-year increase, in line with indexation?  
 
Ms Akhter: We are working through developing those contracts. That is the 
expectation. However, because we are working through it at this point in time— 
 
Ms Orr: I think the way to approach it—and correct me if I get this wrong—clearly, 
Miss Nuttall, is that if you have a contract and CSI is applied to it, you will have the 
indexation applied over the duration of that contract. So, the answer to your question 
would be “yes” because it is a CSI contract.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: From this year onwards, got you. Now, can you confirm that all of 
the LGBTIQA+ community organisations you committed to funding in this budget have 
actually received their funding yet?  
 
Ms Orr: I think, Miss Nuttall, the funding that goes through is subject to contracts 
being finalised, and then the funding is paid.  
 
Ms Akhter: As I mentioned earlier, we are working through developing the new 
contracts and we are working with the organisations in developing them. So, it is in 
progress.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Okay. We have heard from AGA that they have not received the 
funding yet. And if they do not receive that funding soon, we are certainly worried that 
AGA will not be able to offer core services for intersex folks and trans and gender 
diverse folks for much longer. Have those concerns been put to you, and do you share 
them?  
 
Ms Travers: Yes, we have been working very closely with AGA. There have been a 
number of interactions and correspondence between us and AGA outlining that the 
funding contract is being progressed; we will provide it to them; it will be backdated 
from 1 July to reduce any uncertainty around funding that they will receive, to remove 
any concerns that they have.  
 
It is a common process because we, you know, get the funding decisions towards the 
end of June and then it takes us a little bit of time administratively to develop those 
contracts, which needs a lot of due diligence processes that we have to go through. We 
are committed to work with AGA and make sure that they receive the funding. And it 
will be dated from 1 July.  
 
Ms Orr: I understand, too, that the contract we are moving to is a multi-year?  
 
Ms Akhter: With the AGA?  
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Ms Orr: Yes.  
 
Ms Akhter: Yes, minister. We are working with them on that.  
 
Ms Orr: And this is going to addressing the issue that I think you are going to hear, 
Miss Nuttall, is contract renewals and funding flows, and how the community sector 
can manage their budgets with the processes. Certainly, in looking at this one, in 
looking at where we move to, government is very conscious of offering multi-year 
contracts and providing that certainty over a longer period of time, where appropriate 
under our probity considerations. This particular one is one that, certainly, that focus 
has been applied to.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Thank you for doing that. I think it is really important. Now, I 
understand that a significant proportion of people who use AGA services are in active 
crisis when they reach out to these services. Do you know what impact it would have 
on intersex, trans, and gender diverse Canberra seeking help if AGA could no longer 
operate programs like Intersex Point and Gender Pathways, even if that is for a short 
period of time? Do you know what those impacts would be?  
 
Ms Orr: Sorry, can you just repeat the question, Miss Nuttall?  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Yes. A significant proportion of people that actually reach out to 
AGA are in active crisis when they do so. I think it is a comfortable majority. So, are 
you clear on what the impact would be on trans and gender diverse and intersex folks 
if they—? 
 
Ms Orr: Miss Nuttall, I think, as the directorate has said, as we have all said, they are 
working very closely with A Gender Agenda. The concerns are known and certainly 
there is no intent or want to see services not continue to be provided, and that is what 
the directorate is working towards ensuring does not happen.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: I am really reassured to hear that. Is there any kind of time frame 
you can give us? Because my understanding is it is a matter of months.  
 
Ms Orr: Ms Arthy is going to take that.  
 
Ms Arthy: Yes. A Gender Agenda contacted me as well, and I have asked for further 
advice around time frame. So, I know, as we have just briefed, we are working on this 
as hard as we can. So, I will reach out also to A Gender Agenda just to make sure, 
particularly if you are hearing that services will not be provided, that we are working 
as closely as we can. And I can assure you we are working as fast as we can, to be able 
to get this up.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: I appreciate it, and appreciate that these things do take time, but I 
think it is really important that it happens soon. Just with the continued funding for 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander LGBTIQA+ advisory group, that, in the budget, 
it seems to amount to just under $30,000 per year for the next three years. Is anyone 
being paid for their work on this advisory group? And if so, how much?  
 
Ms Orr: I will let the directorate run through the details.  
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Ms Akhter: The advisory group are paid for their services. As to exactly how much, I 
have to confirm that. I will be able to confirm that before the end of the session.  
 
Ms Orr: I think it is a—is it a per meeting?  
 
Ms Akhter: Because the number of memberships and how we are distributing the per 
person rate, I just have to confirm that.  
 
Ms Orr: Miss Nuttall, are you wanting the exact per person rate, or are you satisfied 
with the answer if it is a per diem for the meeting and—? 
 
MISS NUTTALL: I would be satisfied with a per diem rate, I think, for this, if that is 
all right with you.  
 
Ms Orr: With the answer we have given? Or would you still like the exact amount?  
 
MISS NUTTALL: It would be helpful to understand, just in the context of other 
ministerial advisory councils.  
 
Ms Akhter: Can I just clarify the question, Miss Nuttall? Is it the ministerial advisory 
group that you are asking about or the LGBTIQA+ Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
advisory group? We have two groups. Which one?  
 
MISS NUTTALL: It is the latter. The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
LGBTIQA+ advisory group.  
 
Ms Akhter: Yes, got it. I will provide that to you once— 
 
Ms Orr: So, I think, Miss Nuttall, in drawing a parallel to the ministerial advisory 
councils, the advisory group for this particular project is a little bit different to one of 
the councils in that they are focused on this project. And, while they are remunerated 
for their effort on that, it is not one that goes off to the tribunal. It is project-specific; it 
is not focused on that longer standing thing. So, it is not necessarily going to look the 
same as a ministerial council or take in the same remit that a ministerial council would 
have. It is there as a slightly different entity, based around the project it is doing—and 
doing it very well, and having handed up their report, which government has received 
recently. Then, looking at how we actually start to respond to that is the intent of 
continuing that advisory group.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Awesome. And is part of that consultation continuing with this 
group and the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities more broadly, to 
determine how best to ensure the recognition of brother boys and sister girls and other 
indigenous queer identities?  
 
THE CHAIR: Miss Nuttall, this will be the last question.  
 
Ms Orr: I will try to be quick to keep the Chair happy. We have received the report 
from the advisory group. They have made recommendations that go to that. What comes 
of all the recommendations, and how we implement them, is still under consideration 
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by government and cuts across a lot of portfolios. So, that will be the work that we will 
be progressively doing.  
 
Ms Akhter: I can provide the response now. Miss Nuttall, we have in the advisory 
group 10 members and each one of them receives $560 per meeting.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: A discussion paper was recently released on community 
sector reform. Can you explain to the committee what the consultation process with the 
sector will include? What are the ideal outcomes you are looking for and what outcomes 
do you perhaps expect?  
 
Ms Orr: Thank you, Mr Werner-Gibbings. I probably will not go into it too much and 
pre-empt decisions of government and the outcomes, but I could say that we have 
released the overview of how we will be progressing the broader community sector 
reforms. The first step is looking at putting together a working group to develop the 
refresh of the social compact. We had initially said that we would do this within the 
first 18 months of government. Initial conversations found that people just wanted a bit 
of tweaking to the existing social compact. As discussions have gone on with the sector, 
it has become apparent that they actually want to take a more extensive look at that 
social compact, and we have arrived at: “This is the approach.” We will be putting 
together a working group with the sector peaks to work through what a new social 
compact would look like. That will be the first step. We will work through the social 
compact. In August, we will put out a quite extensive discussion paper, particularly 
focused around feedback.  
 
We have the commissioning process and the initial rounds that have been done by 
government over the last few years on where we can start to improve that, looking at 
how we can make the process administratively less complex, regarding the number of 
steps, but still meet all the components you would need to have a rigorous 
commissioning process. We will look at how we can best identify the needs of the 
community to reflect on what we are looking at commissioning. That is a big change. 
A lot of the feedback we got quite consistently from the sector in the last round of 
commissioning was that the process was time-intensive. We want to look at how we 
could do that analysis in a more streamlined way and in a more coordinated way to 
bring together the different things that were being commissioned.  
 
We are hoping to scale it up so that we are looking much more at the ecosystem rather 
than individual services or components of the ecosystem—looking at the broader 
ecosystem, how it fits together, what the need is within that broader component area 
and how we respond. We hope this will move away from needing to have a greater 
number of commissioning processes, to remove the administrative burden, because we 
are doing it in a more—I do not want to say “streamlined”, because it is not 
streamlining—efficient way, because we are scaling. The considerations are happening 
all at once. I do not know if the directorate wants to add anything. There is more in the 
paper. 
 
Ms Arthy: As for the minister, I could talk about this for hours. To give you a simple 
example about the potential for this, with the bringing together of Health and 
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Community Services, we recently went out with joint commissioning regarding the 
mental health part of the directorate—the mental health services related to Children, 
youth and families. It was designed together because basically the same NGOs work in 
this area. We went out at the same time, we are doing the briefings of the sector at the 
same time, and we are currently looking behind the scenes on how we can make that 
whole process as joined-up as possible because it is about how we reduce the 
administrative burden on the sector involved in this. 
 
Ms Orr: I should also clarify that, while we will be going out in August formally with 
the feedback on the discussion paper, it is available for anyone who wants to have an 
early stickybeak and start thinking about what they would say when the formal 
discussion opens up. It is on the website. I can find out which website. I can let you 
know if you want to look at it. It is the ACT government one.  
 
MR EMERSON: Has the community sector unit been established? In October last 
year, the government response to the Assembly resolution said that this was underway.  
 
Ms Orr: Yes. That is the short answer.  
 
MR EMERSON: Is it running this concept? What is its involvement in the working 
group that is being set up?  
 
Ms Arthy: It is called the Community Grants Hub and it is being set up. It is going to 
be something that we are building over time. There is a website with a contact number. 
Our first stage is just providing a central point of contact for the community sector to 
come to the directorate, rather than having to know who to talk to. That hub acts as a 
bit of a navigator within Health and Community Services to make sure the right people 
get to the right place. Eventually, over time, we are building up work around how that 
hub streamlines reporting for community sector organisations, particularly those with 
multiple contracts with the directorate, because that is one of the biggest complaints 
that we have. That is also work that is happening. The grants hub also has a very 
important internal function around making sure that all our processes are correct. That 
is the first stage. Over time, we are going to have a lot more resources available for 
community sector organisations, but that will be built up over the next stages. 
 
MR EMERSON: So it would not be leading this kind of policy type work; it is more 
about delivery? 
 
Ms Arthy: It is more about an interface.  
 
MR EMERSON: That makes sense.  
 
Ms Arthy: Other parts of the directorate are going to be tasked with different elements 
of getting the commissioning right. That is real strategic commissioning, as the minister 
was talking about. They will also look at the costing involved. The other thing that we 
got from the community organisations is the difficulty around costing of services. We 
want to stand up some work around that as well. As I said, it is very early days, but it 
is there and we are dealing with quite a bit of interaction with the community, and it 
will improve over time.  
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MR EMERSON: Are there dedicated roles with FTEs established? 
 
Ms Arthy: Yes.  
 
MR EMERSON: Do you have the composition at hand? You could take that on notice. 
 
Ms Arthy: No; I do not, but maybe by the end of this I can have it.  
 
MR EMERSON: Maybe by the end of the session—classification levels and FTEs.  
 
Ms Arthy: If not, I can take it on notice. It is led by an executive branch manager. We 
have started with a core and we will be building it as we— 
 
Ms Orr: Mr Emerson, I could add to that. In going to your question around the policy 
development as opposed to the implementation of the grants hub, a lot of the feedback 
we got is on ongoing management of contracts—the relationship and the administration 
of those. Working through this grants hub has been to respond to, I guess, the day-to-
day and continual need for that relationship management. Something like a 
commissioning policy will not be updated on a yearly basis; it would be something that 
is in place for a period of time, so it is not necessarily going to fit within that day-to-
day part. All the feedback to us has been that that is where the focus really needs to go.  
 
MR EMERSON: That makes sense. Thanks.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: I also have a question on the community sector and sustainability. 
We have heard from parts of the community sector that their insurance premiums have 
gone up by something like 450 per cent since 2019, and ACTCOSS has said of the 
sector: “We heard that community organisations have resorted to a reduction in staff, 
client number and service delivery as a way to reduce expenses to afford rising 
insurance costs.” Do you often hear concerns from the community sector about 
skyrocketing insurance? 
 
Ms Orr: I must admit, Miss Nuttall, of all the detailed conversations I have had, 
insurance has not been a prominent factor. That does not mean feedback is not coming. 
Certainly, we have had broader discussions around core administrative costs and how, 
across a range of areas, that can have impacts on the operational budgeting of 
organisations. The part that comes to me most is staffing uplifts through the SCHADS 
agreement review each year and where that sits, and also general inflationary pressures. 
I would not necessarily distil it down to a particular thing, but, in a broader 
conversation, absolutely. I do not know if the directorate has more specific information. 
 
Ms Arthy: I am not aware of insurance being raised specifically—certainly not in the 
discussions that I have had with the peak bodies. I am not denying that it may be an 
issue. Ms Dolan might— 
 
Ms Orr: I think Ms Dolan is itching to jump in.  
 
Ms Dolan: As the minister and director-general have said, a diversity of organisations 
is funded by the ACT government and, depending on the kind of operation and service 
they provide, they have different pressures. A lot of those pressures were discussed with 
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government through the previous Sector Sustainability Program, and some of our areas 
have had particular pressure in insurance costs, but not all. Different organisations have 
different pressures that they report to us, and that was one of the reasons that the boost 
funding from the previous budget was allocated: to address those pressures, based on 
the specifics of an individual organisation.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Thank you. Does this sort of increase in insurance costs that is being 
experienced—I appreciate the diverse array of groups—factor into the current 
community sector indexation formula? 
 
Ms Orr: We can potentially answer that at a higher level. Are you going to the initial 
funding or are you going to the CSI equation?  
 
MISS NUTTALL: CSI.  
 
Ms Orr: That is managed by Treasury. I do not know if that session has already 
occurred.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: There is more coming. 
 
Ms Orr: So it might be best to ask it in that session.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Yes. I am interested in the contract managers for the community 
sector who would have oversight of the major cost pressures—what your understanding 
of it is. I am interested in how, through your contracts, you account for the rising cost 
of insurance to make sure that the amount of money that the community sector is 
spending on their people is not diminishing in real terms over time.  
 
Ms Dolan: The minister is right that the CSI indexation formula is a Treasury matter. 
But, in terms of each contract, it is important, on a contract-by-contract basis, that the 
funding allocated accounts for the cost rises when appropriate, depending on what 
government is funding. It is something that would need to be considered on a contract-
by-contract basis.  
 
Ms Orr: Miss Nuttall, I think this is going to some of the questions about the timing of 
contracting and the review of contracting. I fully acknowledge that rolling over 
contracts can create pressure where you have not been able to rebase and consider. It is 
a complex bid and it is a contract-by-contract consideration, which is what we are 
looking at doing with the increased funding boost that we have now made permanent 
through this budget—in recognition of where some of those pressures would have been, 
contract-by-contract. It is not necessarily a broad stroke—that everyone has the same 
issues and so you can provide the same answer.  
 
Again, we are also trying to move away from some of the past practices that have not 
necessarily been done intentionally. They might be because there are time limitations 
or particular things need to be addressed. But, where we have seen rolling over of 
contracts and areas where it has been put to us that pressures have been created, it is 
about understanding those and, in these broader reforms that we are moving towards, 
looking at how we can put in place system responses that actually mitigate against those 
instances continuing to occur. I note that we will go into this with the best of intentions, 
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but, given the breadth of what we contract within human services, there will always be 
exceptions to the best of the intentions. I am sure we will see little wrinkles there, but 
we are certainly very committed to moving to a much better system that addresses some 
of these systemic issues that we have been seeing for a number of years.  
 
MS CARRICK: This is a high-level question about the ACT Disability Strategy and 
the first action plan. I am not going to get into the actions and the implementation of 
them. As minister for disability, are you the lead for all the different aspects of it? I 
know there will be education and housing and a whole range of things which other 
portfolios are responsible for, but is there a lead that pulls it all together in a reporting 
sense? 
 
Ms Orr: Under the Disability Inclusion Act, there is a requirement to have strategies 
for the priority areas of Australia’s Disability Strategy. The ACT Disability Strategy 
that you have made reference to is one of those pillars. I would be the lead for that as I 
am the responsible minister for the policy area. Education is another area. Health is 
another area. Justice is another area. The relevant ministers for those portfolios would 
be the leads, and we would develop our plans in consultation with the minister for 
disability. How that works is all stepped out in the act. 
 
There is a transition period, noting that the act came into effect in 2025. We already had 
a number of these plans in place. The act deals with nominating the transition 
arrangements, as to which plan may have existed. We do not want to stop the good work 
that had already started under all of these strategies and plans. We would nominate 
whether existing strategies align to the requirements of the act and which one goes 
where, and, over time we will transition that to look more consistently under the act and 
the intents of it.  
 
MS CARRICK: Thank you. The first action plan has a range of components to it, with 
all those different portfolios taking the lead on their bits. Will you bring it all together 
and report on the first action plan, as to how— 
 
Ms Orr: I do annual reporting on the first action plan under the ACT’s Disability 
Strategy. I table those annual reports in the Assembly. I have been doing that. 
 
MS CARRICK: Out of all the action plans, are you aware of where any are lagging at 
the moment?  
 
Ms Orr: Regarding the first action plan for the ACT Disability Strategy, for example, 
we have extended that for a year. That is in recognition of the amount of reform that is 
currently going on across the disability service landscape and the disability community. 
By developing a whole new plan, there is extra need for engagement. The feedback 
from us is that the sector is at capacity and we do not need to put more on it at this point 
in time. There is quite a bit within the first action plan that we can still continue to 
progress and work on, so we have extended it to continue working through those, noting 
that we also have a huge amount of reform happening in parallel, also to improve that. 
My understanding is that the action plan for the Disability Justice Strategy is currently 
being progressed and is valid for a bit more time. The Disability Health Strategy is 
current. I believe the action plan is coming up for renewal, but it has not expired. My 
understanding is that the health directorate is looking actively at what a new action plan 
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might look like. 
 
I again note that, in consulting with the community, we need to be very conscious of 
not putting additional workload on them if they do not have the capacity to do it. The 
focus is really on the NDIS reforms, and that is what people want to have a discussion 
about. My understanding is that the first action plan for the Inclusive Education Strategy 
is also coming to its conclusion, and the second one is under consideration too. 
 
I think it is fair to say that there is a need to develop a housing strategy and an 
employment strategy. The responsible ministers for those are the minister for housing 
and the minister for—I cannot remember Minister Pettersson’s portfolio title—
employment and business. I cannot remember the exact wording of the portfolios. 
Again, in developing two new strategies and doing action plans, the conversation I have 
started with my colleagues is that government has not yet formed a view on how we 
can do this without having a bunch of duplicative processes running in parallel and 
putting a big ask on the community for their time and their input—how could we do it 
in a way that actually makes it more manageable? We are still forming a view on how 
we could bring all these different pieces of work together.  
 
MS CARRICK: Thank you. 
 
THE CHAIR: We are on time, but, Minister, I am pressed to ask this question. Really 
quickly, in two seconds or less: where are we up to with the Working with Vulnerable 
People policy development? 
 
Ms Orr: The policy— 
 
THE CHAIR: Sorry—the review, not the development. 
 
Ms Orr: Ms Barry, I know you are wanting a quick answer— 
 
THE CHAIR: Try as much as you can. 
 
Ms Orr: but that is not a quick question. 
 
THE CHAIR: All right. I will put it on notice. 
 
Ms Orr: There are a few different components to it. Certainly through the national 
reforms, the Attorney-General is the one who represents the ACT. It is happening 
through the SCAG, at which the Attorney-General is the representative. Where 
jurisdictions have other ministers involved, we will support that process as well. That 
is looking at the reforms. There is the review of the administration part. That sits with 
Access Canberra in part. It is both of us together. Ms Dolan can probably very quickly 
provide some information. She is nodding away—“Please speak faster, Minister.” The 
scheme and the policy setting sit with me. It is not a review of that, though; it is a review 
of the pressures within the scheme. That is also happening in consideration with the 
national reforms. Ms Dolan, do you want to add anything?  
 
Ms Dolan: Yes. Thank you, Minister. I will be really quick. Substantial work has been 
undertaken under the Standing Council of Attorneys-General, as the minister 
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mentioned, and that has been our priority focus: to work on those six core priority areas 
under the SCAG agreement, which is working towards meaningful national 
consistency. That work is progressing and is on track. That work has to then be 
embedded into the broader review of the Working with Vulnerable People scheme. We 
will go out once on consultation around the whole range of initiatives and areas to 
consider for change in the legislation and policy, and that work will continue this year 
and into the years ahead.  
 
THE CHAIR: What is the timeline?  
 
Ms Dolan: The next meeting of the Standing Council of Attorneys-General is next 
Friday, and there will be a progress update following that. We anticipate a discussion 
paper will be out by the end of the year. 
 
THE CHAIR: Perfect. Thank you. 
 
Ms Orr: Ms Barry, we also have the answer to one of the questions around staffing. 
Seeing that we are over— 
 
THE CHAIR: Yes, we are over— 
 
Ms Arthy: Ten seconds? 
 
Ms Orr: Can we go to it, and then we do not have to come back to it? 
 
THE CHAIR: All right—10 seconds. 
 
Ms Arthy: The Procurement and Grants Hub has 25 staff allocated to it at the moment 
and it is led by an executive branch manager. We have plans to grow it as we keep 
working through this. 
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you very much. On behalf of the committee, I thank you for your 
attendance today. If you have taken any questions on notice, please provide your 
answers to the committee secretary within five business days of receiving the 
uncorrected proof Hansard.  
 
Hearing suspended from 11.48 am to 12.46 pm 
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Appearances: 
 
Cheyne, Ms Tara, Attorney-General, Minister for Human Rights, Minister for City and 

Government Services and Minister for the Night-Time Economy  
Steel, Mr Chris, Treasurer, Minister for Planning and Sustainable Development, 

Minister for Heritage and Minister for Transport 
 
City and Environment Directorate 

Peffer, Mr Dave, Director-General 
Engele, Mr Sam, Deputy Director-General, Environment, Planning and Policy 
Rynehart, Mr Josh, Executive Group Manager, and Head of Access Canberra 
Mangeruca, Mr Giuseppe, Executive Branch Manager, Authorisations and 

Approvals, Access Canberra 
Cubin, Ms Derise, Executive Branch Manager, Transport, Industry, Gaming and 

Economic Regulation, and Chief Executive Officer, Gambling and Racing 
Commission 

Lhuede, Mr Nick, Executive Branch Manager, Construction and Planning 
Regulation, Access Canberra 

Kamarul, Mr Matthew, Executive Branch Manager, Environment and Specialised 
Regulation, Access Canberra 

Springett, Ms Emily, Executive Branch Manager, Service Delivery and Engagement, 
Access Canberra 

Vaile, Dr Jodie, Executive Branch Manager, Data, Projects and Improvement, 
Corporate Services 

 
THE CHAIR: Welcome back to the public hearings for the Select Committee on 
Estimates 2026-2027. We welcome Ms Tara Cheyne, Minister for City and 
Government Services, and Mr Chris Steel, Minister for Planning and Sustainable 
Development, and officials. Please note that, as witnesses, you are protected by 
parliamentary privilege and bound by its obligations. You must tell the truth, as giving 
false or misleading evidence will be treated as a serious matter and may be considered 
contempt of the Assembly.  
 
As we are not inviting open statements, we will now proceed to questions. My first 
question is around the public unleased land regulation permit.  
 
Ms Cheyne: That is for me.  
 
THE CHAIR: Minister, the new public unleased land permit fee structure was 
introduced last year, following a research paper into how the ACT manages its public 
land. Are you able to provide the rationale behind the introduction of the fee structure 
for the use of public land? 
 
Ms Cheyne: Yes, and I will certainly hand over to Mr Mangeruca in a moment as well. 
He will be able to talk through this. Its origins were in the last budget. Mr Emerson will 
also recall that we were looking at: are our fees fair? Are our fees representative of how 
people are using public land? And is the cost of using public land, the time or the 
amount of public land, and the place where the public land is being used, commensurate 
with the difficulty that it otherwise creates for the average person to be using public 
land?  
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A really good example is footpaths. If a developer is going to close a footpath for two 
years and it is on a major thoroughfare, you can imagine that that should probably attract 
a higher fee than something that no-one is using and that has no other real utility. I will 
hand over to officials to tell you more.  
 
Mr Mangeruca: I have read and understood the privilege statement. The public 
unleased land fee provisions are twofold. In looking at land use and setting those fees, 
there was an analysis undertaken of land use across the territory and across other 
jurisdictions, and what might be appropriate to encourage the activation of land for 
public benefit, whilst also considering that certain uses of public land disadvantage or 
impact the public’s general use of that land. Where, for example, there is a road and 
footpath closure in relation to construction, it is about incentivising that land to be 
returned to the public, and for those activities to be done in as efficient a way as 
possible, in order to return that use to the general public.  
 
THE CHAIR: How much revenue has been raised through permits since the scheme 
was introduced? 
 
Ms Cheyne: Public unleased land permits have been in place for decades. Do you want 
to know since 1 July this year, when it changed, since last year, or for the last five years? 
 
THE CHAIR: When it was announced. Yes, when the changes were implemented, I 
would assume.  
 
Ms Cheyne: In this year? 
 
THE CHAIR: Yes. In the last 12 months, whenever the changes came in.  
 
Mr Mangeruca: I will need to take that question on notice, but I may be able to come 
back during the hearing with an answer.  
 
THE CHAIR: Okay. Do you predict how much revenue you would collect? Do you 
have an estimate or projection? 
 
Mr Mangeruca: The use of public unleased land depends on the particulars of every 
use. For example, when it comes to road and pathway closures, you may get an 
indication from applications in relation to temporary traffic management plans. That 
can help with the modelling. In other cases, it is subject to, for example, new businesses 
wanting to activate new spaces. Modelling in that space is more difficult.  
 
THE CHAIR: Do you have any current modelling, any projections, for how much you 
are— 
 
Mr Mangeruca: In relation to road and pathway closures, in terms of use, it is about a 
nine-to-one ratio for construction versus event activation. For the next financial year, 
there is upwards of potentially about 900 temporary traffic management plans, so that 
might indicate what potential usage is.  
 
Mr Rynehart: I think our estimates, based on the current fee structure, is for about $2 
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million in revenue this year.  
 
THE CHAIR: My next question was: what is the dollar figure? Thank you. When 
revenue is raised through these permit applications, where does the money go? Does it 
go to consolidated revenue or straight to the directorate?  
 
Mr Mangeruca: It is own-source revenue.  
 
THE CHAIR: Own-source, so consolidated. How can the government maintain that 
these fees are about cost recovery instead of revenue-raising, if it is going to own-
source?  
 
Ms Cheyne: This is about modernising our fee structure. Two or three years ago, when 
I first gained the portfolio, I did some research and I also spoke with some staff about 
the history of the fee structure. It was very clear in the disallowable instrument that the 
fees and the value that were placed on different parcels of land in different suburbs 
reflected, in some cases, what the land was used for in the late 80s and 90s. You can 
imagine, for somewhere like Braddon, that it is very different now.  
 
Obviously, we have priorities for government around things like active travel and 
wanting to have safe neighbourhoods. The fees have been reviewed to encourage 
behavioural change, and to incentivise users to minimise the use of public roads and 
paths for private purposes which are adversely impacting the public, and their access to 
and use of public spaces—particularly the most recent fees that we had deferred last 
year and which have now come in, from 1 July.  
 
If you think of any other city, there is construction in the middle of the city in Sydney. 
They are not closing a road; they are usually making sure that the site compound, for 
example, is set up and that people are still able to walk underneath scaffolding and the 
like. That, again, is because of that fee structure. We are attempting here to both 
modernise the fees that are applied, as per the value of the land, to the general public 
and have a deterrent that is reasonable.  
 
For example, if someone wants to do a mobile office, that fee is not applied, because 
the impact is low. Similarly for other groups, there are exemptions from fees—charities, 
not-for-profit groups and utility services. There is also discretion to be able to waive 
the fees. I would not say that this is about revenue-raising. It is about public land having 
a value, and we are trying to make sure that the value is accurately captured.  
 
MR PARTON: Minister, last year you acknowledged that a number of people have 
been charged for applying to use unleased land for non-commercial purposes, and you 
committed to refunding those individuals. Have all those individuals been refunded?  
 
Ms Cheyne: I believe so, Mr Parton. I was one of them, and I got refunded. Again, as 
I say, one person is not a dataset, but it did come through. I think it was in September 
that most of the refunds would have been issued, but if you have a specific example, I 
am happy to— 
 
MR PARTON: No. You spoke in your previous answer about waivers and exemptions. 
Is the government planning on changing the legislated fee structure for non-commercial 
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purposes instead of relying on exemptions and waivers from the directorate? Has that 
been a consideration or does that not really work? 
 
Ms Cheyne: The instrument already exempts registered Australian charities, not-for-
profit groups, non-commercial individuals or groups, utility services, and agents acting 
on behalf of the territory. They are exempt and, in some particular circumstances, 
officers are authorised to waive fees.  
 
MR EMERSON: On the path and road closure fees, at the time last year when they 
were deferred until this financial year, there was some indication given that further 
consultation had to occur with affected stakeholders. I am wondering what that 
consultation looked like and when it occurred.  
 
Ms Cheyne: Part of the deferral was to take the feedback that we had received then 
about applying a more consistent and equitable unit of measurement from the 
previously notified fee, and to better balance the policy objective. In terms of the actual 
engagement with industry, the starting point is that they knew it was coming, because 
we had given a year’s notice. But more advice and education were given in the final 
quarter of the previous financial year, which Mr Rynehart can tell us about.  
 
Mr Rynehart: We certainly received a range of feedback. Helpfully, some of that 
feedback indicated real-life examples of what the new fee structure would do, from a 
range of stakeholders. We took that feedback on board when we were looking at the 
best way to implement it this year. 
 
Mr Mangeruca: It was also mentioned at a series of industry meetings, where we again 
received feedback on what impact the new fee structure would have on builds and 
events, and were able to take that into consideration when looking at the new fee 
determination.  
 
Ms Cheyne: The external group meetings where the new fees were presented were the 
Infrastructure Canberra and ACT Master Builders Association civil roundtable on 25 
February this year, the Planning and Construction Industry Chief Executive Reference 
Group, PACICERG, on 10 April 2026, and some general feedback on the impact, and 
potentially a compounding impact, of the new road and footpath closure fees on the 
construction industry was received directly from Ms Neelagama, from the ACT MBA, 
on 14 April.  
 
MR EMERSON: For those two meetings prior to that, are you able to provide a list of 
attendees’ names? 
 
Ms Cheyne: They are not my meetings, but I could take it on notice and check with— 
 
MR EMERSON: On notice, yes. 
 
Mr Rynehart: Yes, we can certainly do that. 
 
MR EMERSON: If there was any other feedback received—you mentioned the 
MBA—I am very happy for that to be included, and dates for that as well. 
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Ms Cheyne: Yes, if it is okay to take that on notice, we sure can. 
 
MR EMERSON: That is fine. What were the changes that were made courtesy of the 
consultation?  
 
Mr Mangeruca: In relation to the road and footpath closures, these were originally set 
at a per-block rate. Through the consultation, we received feedback that the cost would 
be quite high; also, it would be better if a standard unit of measure, more consistent 
with the existing fee instrument, was implemented. We made changes; we went for per 
metre, per lane at a specific cost in relation to road and footpath closures. 
 
MR EMERSON: The footpaths are the same, per metre of footpath? 
 
Mr Mangeruca: Yes. Per metre of footpath that is being used. A better example would 
be per metre of road that is being used; depending on whether it is a major or minor 
road, a certain fee would be charged. 
 
MR EMERSON: And not square metres. Some places use square metres. 
 
Mr Mangeruca: That is in relation to general public use permits, where you are using 
a broader piece of land. Yes, they would use square metres. 
 
Ms Cheyne: Yes, for an event. With footpath closures, not all blocks are equal, so one 
block or two blocks could potentially be two metres or 200 metres. This was a 
standardised unit of measurement that was fairer. 
 
MR EMERSON: How are those costs per metre calculated?  
 
Mr Mangeruca: In looking effectively at what is charged for metre usage under the 
standardised fees and the impact that any particular road or footpath closure would have 
on the public, a fee was selected for that particular kind of thing. A fee was set based 
on the type of road or footpath that was being closed, ensuring that we incentivised that 
that be returned to public use as quickly as possible, whilst not disincentivising the 
project in general.  
 
MR EMERSON: Was it proportionate to the per block? I am curious about whether 
the consultation led to what might be an increase in fees. I understand the change of fee 
structure. Increase in fees, decrease in fees: it kind of looks the same. Is it— 
 
Mr Mangeruca: There is a synergy in the sense that, under the previous fee 
determination, the closure of major roads and arterials did come at a higher cost. I 
believe it was set at $1,000, originally, with a decrease in cost for minor roads. I think 
it was $800; then you looked at the time of day that those were closed as well, and the 
impact that it would have on the public. It very much aligned with the idea that the use 
of major roads should come with a higher cost, and it followed that structure. I think it 
has landed on $5 per lane per day for major roads and arterials, $3.50 per lane per day 
for minor collector roads, and $1 per day per metre for footpaths.  
 
MR EMERSON: With that footpath amount, do you suspect that that will actually 
incentivise less footpath closures? 



PROOF 

Estimates—23-07-26 P403 Ms T Cheyne, Mr C Steel and others 

 
Mr Mangeruca: In setting these fees, it was important for us to be in a position to 
collect data. We are looking to see what happens over the next period, understanding 
what the actual impact in vivo is, and looking at whether those fees are actually 
incentivising the behaviours that we are looking for.  
 
MR EMERSON: The previous determination had $200 per block to close a footpath 
for a 24-hour closure. 
 
Mr Mangeruca: Yes. 
 
MR EMERSON: As you mentioned, the new one is $1 per metre. It would have to be 
a 200-metre block, which is a pretty big block, to be equivalent to what was proposed 
previously.  
 
Mr Mangeruca: It is, but you would also have to take into consideration that, in any 
given project, you are probably not just closing down a footpath; you are probably 
closing down a footpath, a piece of the road, plus there is where you are actually doing 
the work in earnest, so there is a cumulative impact and a cumulative behavioural 
change.  
 
MR EMERSON: The point I am trying to test, with my interest in these fees, is that 
Ms Barry has asked about revenue collection; that is one matter. We have spoken a fair 
bit about deterrence. Even with small developments, they might say, “It’s easier just to 
dig up this footpath for six months, while we’re doing this.” When you are building a 
new home, maybe it is fair enough, from the builder’s perspective, but for someone 
with a disability who lives in that street, it means they cannot now get around in the 
same way they could otherwise.  
 
Mr Rynehart: As Mr Mangeruca indicated, we will monitor the impact of this fee 
structure in the coming months, to see what is actually happening. Clearly, the intention 
here is to maintain the principle that we want to retain the public realm, have it open 
and available and, where it is not, there is a price that signals that. But we will monitor 
the number of approvals and the behaviour of the market over the next few months, to 
see what it is doing.  
 
Ms Cheyne: I think it is worth stressing—and I know you would not dispute this, 
Mr Emerson—that the work that has happened over the last two years is considerable 
and significant. Even though the Public Unleased Land Act was updated in 2013, it was 
always supposed to be reviewed, and it was not. Even then, it had carried over a whole 
lot of land classifications, as I said, from decades beforehand. This work has been 
considerable, and we do think that we will start to see some of the behaviour change 
that I think you and I are looking for. But we do not know until it is operational, and it 
has now been operational for three weeks. 
 
MR EMERSON: One for next year. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: I have some questions about enforcement of rental improvements 
which were made in the last term of the Assembly—for example, minimum living 
standards, minimum installation standards and banning of no-cause evictions. Can I get 
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some evidence in terms of how the government is enforcing those standards to enliven 
that legislation? 
 
Ms Cheyne: It is rental standards enforcement.  
 
Ms Cubin: With regard to rental standards under the Residential Tenancies Act: is that 
your question, Mr Braddock? 
 
MR BRADDOCK: I believe that is the correct one. It is the minimum living standards, 
minimum insulation standards and banning of no-cause evictions. How have they been 
enforced?  
 
Ms Cubin: Access Canberra has no enforcement role with regard to that, under the 
Residential Tenancies Act. However, we do have a role with regard to real estate agents 
and information disclosed under the Civil Law (Sale of Residential Property) Act.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: How are you enforcing it under that act?  
 
Ms Cubin: From that perspective, with those regulatory schemes, we have operational 
programs that run annually with regard to the conduct of real estate agents. We also 
accept complaints from consumers that are lodged through Access Canberra. We will 
follow up on those complaints to determine the efficacy of those and, where 
appropriate, undertake investigations. Those are the key elements of the work that we 
are doing.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: You might need to take this on notice: how many complaints did 
you receive last financial year? How many investigations have there been? How many 
enforcement actions arose out of that? 
 
Ms Cubin: I will have some of that. I can highlight that we have five active 
investigations with regard to real estate agent conduct. We also, as I said earlier, have 
undertaken some proactive programs over the last financial year with regard to real 
estate agent conduct, which sought to strengthen adherence to rules of conduct, agency 
agreements and trust account reporting obligations. Those were both targeted with 
education material and guidance and disseminated to all licensed real estate agents. 
There is a range of things that we do from an enforcement, engagement and education 
perspective as well. 
 
Mr Rynehart: Mr Braddock, the data I have indicates that we had 269 complaints 
about agents in the last financial year.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Thank you. Who is the enforcement agency for the Residential 
Tenancies Act? 
 
Ms Cheyne: Largely, it is ACAT, because they are civil disputes, usually. If it is 
between an individual and a landlord, it is ACAT. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: No-one is picking up the strategic issues that might flow through 
from different ACAT matters? 
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Ms Cheyne: It depends, because, as Ms Cubin was referencing, when we are talking 
about real estate agents, property managers and salespersons, there are overall 
misconduct issues there, and that is with Access Canberra. Some of those can have 
interaction, obviously, with ACAT. In terms of the tenancy disputes, generally, it is 
through ACAT. Of course, we have an eye on the decisions that are being published. 
With the overall trend analysis, I do not believe that we have active monitoring of that, 
except within the Justice and Community Safety Directorate, which appeared 
yesterday, in terms of the overall policy responsibility and where we need to change or 
reflect what we are hearing. It is not an ongoing monitoring and enforcement role. I 
suspect you are getting to whether a rental ombudsman would be useful in these matters. 
Potentially, yes; that is why we want to make sure that we are not duplicating what 
ACAT’s role is, either.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: I look forward to the government response.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: I have a question for Minister Steel. With Big Splash, 
there is a fair bit going on. Can you take me through the nature of the current lease 
arrangements for the site and how the existing lease is structured? 
 
Mr Steel: I will hand over to Mr Lhuede from Access Canberra to talk through that. He 
has been examining that, as part of Access Canberra’s engagement with the lessee.  
 
Mr Lhuede: I will endeavour to answer the question in the context of my role as a 
delegate of the Territory Planning Authority. When we look at planning and leases in 
the context of compliance and enforcement, there is a hierarchy of considerations that 
we will look at, in doing that. At the top level, there are the permissive uses that exist 
around a particular zone within the Territory Plan. If we take Big Splash as an example, 
there are a range of allowable uses there. I think it is a PRZ2; that includes indoor and 
outdoor recreation, aquatic facilities, clubs, motels and guests. There are a range of uses 
that are available for that particular zone. That is one element that we take into account. 
 
Sitting beneath that, there is the lease itself. Within the lease, it will prescribe particular 
uses. For the purposes, again, of Big Splash, the allowable uses for that site can include 
an aquatic facility or an unlicensed family restaurant. They sit as the next level down 
from the broader zoning system in the Territory Plan.  
 
That takes us to the next step of how we assess compliance in that context. For Big 
Splash, obviously, we are well aware of the broader discussion on that. We are looking 
at a couple of elements, and we move to another area of interpretation around what is 
use—what constitutes use of a site. 
 
Historically, under the Planning Act, use was considered in the context of whether it 
had been developed in accordance with the lease—that is, were there requirements, for 
example, to have a pool or a restaurant there? Was it being used for something else? 
For example, was it being used as a factory site? That would not be consistent with the 
zoning. That was the approach taken around interpretation of “use” under the Planning 
Act, historically. 
 
With the 2023 amendments to the act, it brought in a new provision that looked at the 
12-month element, and it looked at whether a lease had not been used for its use purpose 
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for 12 months or more, and it becomes a controlled activity. When something becomes 
a controlled activity, we can take regulatory action. Those changes to the Planning Act 
provided new enforcement mechanisms around use in comparison to previous 
considerations and interpretations of that. It looked at that intent of a plain English 
understanding of “use”.  
 
With Big Splash, we took that interpretation of the plain English interpretation of “use”, 
so that whilst a pool was there—had been built there—it was not being used for 
something else. It was very clear from our investigations that it had not been used, in a 
plain English sense, for greater than 12 months; hence we found that a controlled 
activity was occurring.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: You mentioned that purpose came up a couple of times. 
There is a purpose clause; that is within the lease? 
 
Mr Lhuede: Yes. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: What activities or uses are permitted under that clause?  
 
Mr Lhuede: For Big Splash? 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Yes. 
 
Mr Lhuede: It is one or more of an aquatic facility, an unlicensed family restaurant. 
They were the allowable uses in the lease. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: And remain the only allowable uses? 
 
Mr Lhuede: They remain the only allowable uses. That said, the zone would allow a 
broader range of uses, but for the lease itself, which we are assessing compliance 
against, it is just those two uses.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: It is that clause that serves as the trigger for actions or 
not? 
 
Mr Lhuede: That is correct, yes. 
 
THE CHAIR: I have a few questions around the controlled activity order and the 
powers under the Planning Act for that. Can you tell me how you exercise that power? 
My understanding is that, when the act was introduced, it was supposed to be, as you 
said, in plain English and outcome focused. I also want to understand how that 
particular purpose has been achieved for Big Splash.  
 
Mr Lhuede: I will probably answer your last question first. At this point, a controlled 
activity continues to occur, in my assessment as the delegate, because it is not being 
used, in that plain English interpretation or understanding of it. That is currently my 
position, and that is a view I have formed against those elements of it.  
 
Going to how we seek to enforce that—I am probably answering the second question 
now—when we first became aware of the issue with Big Splash, back in late 2024, that 
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is when we considered our start point of looking at regulatory action. We engaged with 
the owner then. At that point, our concern was probably more focused on security and 
access to the site, because people were gaining access, as has been fairly well 
publicised, and we were aiming to address those issues. Over much of 2025, that was 
our focus for regulatory action.  
 
As with all of our regulatory action in relation to the Planning Act, we seek voluntary 
compliance in the first instance. We engage with owners, and we did engage with the 
lessee, who gave indications along the way that they were willing to provide for site 
security, as well as indicating their intention to open the pool. This was during the 
course of 2025.  
 
Looking at those two elements, as the year progressed, we were less comfortable in 
terms of the likelihood of those matters occurring, because action was not occurring. 
We issued a controlled activity order in relation to the fencing, requiring them to secure 
the site. My genuine concern at that point was site safety, people entering it, to a point 
where Access Canberra paid for securing the fence, for those very reasons. That was a 
very significant focus and a very significant concern at that point in time—to gain site 
security.  
 
However, come December or late November last year, we formed a view that the pool 
was not going to operate—the actual aquatic facility—and we issued a controlled 
activity order requiring them to have the pool operational by 26 January, as I recall. The 
lessee failed to comply with the controlled activity order, on both issues. At that point, 
we looked at what other regulatory options were available to us, because they had failed 
to comply with either site security or opening the pool. That was the point when we 
went towards the show-cause notice to the lessee, as to why we should not terminate 
the lease.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you for that. Do you think that the Planning Act 2023 and those 
controlled activity orders were effective in your management of Big Splash?  
 
Mr Rynehart: Before Mr Lhuede continues, I would like to point to some principles 
that we are working to, in the Planning Act. As has been articulated, the Planning Act 
sets out certain requirements around the use of land—planning requirements.  
 
THE CHAIR: Could you go specifically to the controlled activity orders?  
 
Mr Rynehart: Yes, I am just getting to some of the threshold and some of the 
considerations that we need to make. We have the Planning Act, and there are different 
types of leases that exist in the ACT. Some permit activity, being that they permit other 
activity, and some require activity. Those matters are determined through the courts, 
usually. The controlled activity order process is a process within the act. Ultimately, 
the lease is effectively the contract that the territory has with the leaseholder. They are 
some of the thresholds and considerations that needed to be made as we worked through 
this process.  
 
Mr Lhuede: In terms of adequacy or otherwise of the legislation, my role as the 
delegate is to apply the law in a way that is proportionate, informed and defendable, 
noting that any decisions I make are appellable to the ACAT or other courts. I am 
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fundamentally guided by principles set out in the Public Sector Management Act, the 
legal services direction, in making those decisions. Adequacy or otherwise is probably 
not a comment that I will make, in relation to the laws.  
 
With the matters that we discuss in relation to use, there is question around that. It is 
not necessarily 100 per cent clear, in terms of use, as to what constitutes use. Is it plain 
English? Is it more of a permissive approach? I formed the view in a particular way, 
and it may well be that often these matters are not resolved until they are challenged in 
a court, and we obtain that precedent.  
 
THE CHAIR: The reason I ask is that when this law was first debated in the Assembly, 
they caused us very significant concern about the practical applicability of it. 
Recommendations 3 and 4 talk about the fact that it would be really hard to implement 
them, in practice. I think there was a recommendation that you should respond to how 
it would apply, with practical examples. We are seeing it play out now, with the first 
real test. It would be useful to come back maybe within the next couple of months or 
years and review that legislation as well. In my view, it was not effective.  
 
Mr Steel: The government has already committed to review the powers available to 
Access Canberra under the Planning Act. We have certainly acknowledged that there 
may be some other acts and pieces of legislation where they have mechanisms that we 
may want to make available to Access Canberra. Even under the CO(L)A Act, there are 
some other powers in Access Canberra that they use for various different things.  
 
The range of penalties available is something that I have particularly highlighted as an 
area that we need to look at. There is currently a $48,000 penalty for a corporation. I do 
not think that is necessarily high enough, depending on the circumstances of the 
investigation that is taking place. There may be cases, potentially, where a lower penalty 
is also appropriate. A review is underway, and the government has already committed 
to do that over the next year.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you. The point is that when the act was being debated, the 
government was warned that it would be an administrative nightmare to implement. 
And twelve months on, here we are. But I will move on.  
 
Mr Steel: With any new piece of legislation, the government acknowledges that we 
need to monitor implementation. I appreciate that your party, I think, voted against the 
new Planning Act, and the Planning Bill 2023.  
 
THE CHAIR: It has not done anything.  
 
Mr Steel: The government is strongly of the view that we want to enforce leases in the 
territory. I have made that very clear in the statutory— 
 
THE CHAIR: You have not, though.  
 
Mr Steel: planning document, the statement of planning priorities, that my expectation 
is that Access Canberra enforces existing lease conditions at vacant and unused 
shopping centres and recreational facilities. That is my expectation of Access Canberra, 
acting on behalf of the Territory Planning Authority, when it comes to leases in the 
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territory. If there are improvements that we can make to the legislation then we will do 
so, within the bounds of our constitution here in the territory, the self-government act.  
 
Ms Cheyne: I will put my other hat on for a second to complement what Minister Steel 
is saying. Leasehold compliance and enforcement in the ACT have been difficult and 
complicated for over a century, since prior to self-government. Okay—no-one cares 
what I am saying, but it is important, so Hansard can record it. Since before self-
government, a litany of issues has occurred and it is due to really complex historical 
decisions by the commonwealth and by New South Wales—which effectively was our 
land manager enforcer before self-government—through complications that arose with 
the planning and land management act and by the instruments that ultimately changed 
the ownership of some land that would have otherwise transferred to the territory on 
the eve of self-government. The Lands Acquisition Act, the planning and land 
management act, the self-government act, the Constitution, the Planning Act, and 
Construction Occupations (Licensing) Act, and a history of leasehold and licensing 
decisions all interact with that.  
 
I do not want to act like there is a simple solution or that government has created an 
administrative nightmare. We are operating in circumstances that have existed since 
Canberra was created. We are doing what we can with the tools that we have available 
to us in the territory. Minister Steel has made very clear that, to the extent that we can 
make the changes within our purview, we will.  
 
Mr Lhuede: If I may? It will— 
 
THE CHAIR: If it is anything different to what the minister— 
 
Mr Lhuede: I would not suggest it is a bookend on the matter, but, to describe the 
current situation with Big Splash, the regulatory powers that we have sought to enforce 
have had effect in that the site is now secured. A fence was put up at the cost of the 
lessees and they have made a commitment to comply with the lease—this is public, I 
know—by 1 November. So, whilst it is clearly stated, it is complex planning law and 
enforcement of planning law. The regulatory actions that we have taken under the 
Planning Act have not been without effect, in securing the site and getting that 
commitment.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Minister Steel, I appreciate you have said that you will be 
undertaking a review, including of the planning regulations. A gap that currently exists 
is that there is a nil penalty for failure to abide by lease conditions in place for the first 
four years of noncompliance, which is affecting the Gungahlin cinema. How is Access 
Canberra meant to enforce in the meantime, until the government has completed its 
review? 
 
Mr Steel: I will hand over to Nick Lhuede. There is active enforcement going on in 
relation to unused blocks, which I think is the specific situation that you are referring 
to with Gungahlin.  
 
Mr Lhuede: With respect to the Gungahlin matter, as you have stated correctly, it is 
within the fee-free period that is allowable under the regulations of the Planning Act. 
After that fee-free period finishes—and, again, I am applying that aspect of the law—
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we will commence undertaking active enforcement around non-development of leases 
and around extension-of-time provisions. How we are doing that is by reviewing all 
undeveloped leases in the territory—this has been a program of the team over the past 
12 or 18 months—to ascertain for how long they have been undeveloped, and 
commencing the application of new laws available to us under the Planning Act to 
address those issues. They have been in two parts. One has been to set a new compliance 
time. For a normal lease that has been issued, you are usually given three years to 
develop. Then you get the four-year non-fee period of noncompliance, and, after that 
period, you can pay fees and remain in compliance. What we are doing with a number 
of long-undeveloped blocks at the moment is to set new compliance times, requiring 
them to develop within a set timeframe. That set timeframe cannot be extended, as 
applies to an initial issue of the lease. So we are undertaking specific enforcement 
around EOT and non-development of leases.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: What specific action are you taking for that Gungahlin cinema 
block? 
 
Mr Lhuede: Nothing, because it is in the four-year fee-free period under law— 
 
MR BRADDOCK: That is my problem. 
 
Mr Lhuede: so there is no regulatory action to undertake. They are compliant.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Moving to the broad, how many undeveloped leases are there 
across the ACT?  
 
Mr Lhuede: As at 30 June, there were 651 undeveloped blocks. Of those, 430 are 
within the four-year fee-free period. Two hundred and twenty-one are older than that, 
outside that period, and they are noncompliant. Of those 221, 114 blocks have paid 
noncompliance fees and, thus, they are within the law, and 107 actually owe fees. There 
is a separate program that we have to obtain fees. We also have 60 blocks that are now 
developed that were noncompliant but have outstanding fees that we are also pursuing. 
To provide a bit of context to that, of those noncompliant blocks, roughly the majority 
are in the RZ1 and RZ2-3 category. It changes daily, obviously, because the figures go 
up and down, as to when the lease was released, but around five or six hundred are in 
the RZ1 and RZ2 categories. We are working backwards and starting to issue new 
compliance times against those long-undeveloped blocks.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Do you have evidence that the charging of the fees is actually 
incentivising developers to change their behaviour and develop those blocks? 
 
Mr Lhuede: It is early days. Yes, I would suggest. We are taking a very staged 
approach to issuing the new noncompliance times and pursuing fees. I think that would 
be something to gain evidence on over the coming years. We issued the first new 
compliance times late-ish last year, after showing cause, and we have a monthly 
program of adding to that.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: So, if they pay the fee, does that extend the period for the 
commencement of construction? 
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Mr Lhuede: It takes them out of noncompliance. If they pay the fee, they are compliant. 
There is no enforcement action we can undertake if they are paying the noncompliance 
fee. However, what we can do is set a new time for compliance, and what we are doing 
now is setting a new time.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: And is that new time still consistent with the original or is it— 
 
Mr Lhuede: Yes. We are basically re-applying the original three years, and, if they do 
not develop within that timeframe, there are other regulatory actions available to us.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Sorry—three years from the time of enforcement action?  
 
Mr Lhuede: Yes.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: A three-year extension, basically? 
 
Mr Lhuede: Yes. But it is a set time now that cannot be indefinitely extended through 
payment of fees.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Okay. Thank you.  
 
MR PARTON: I think I can slot this in here, but please advise me if I cannot. It is a 
question regarding missing middle housing and older suburb tree issues.  
 
Ms Cheyne: It depends. I am going to give it a 10 per cent chance.  
 
MR PARTON: Ten per cent, you reckon?  
 
Ms Cheyne: You are a betting man.  
 
MR PARTON: In older suburbs, we are hearing of a bureaucratic impasse between the 
Tree Protection Unit and Icon over the updating of water infrastructure for multiple 
dwellings. I am hearing that, with the hydraulic excavations in these jobs, both Icon and 
the Tree Protection Unit— 
 
Ms Cheyne: No. 
 
MR PARTON: Not here; later in the period? 
 
Mr Steel: Tomorrow.  
 
MR PARTON: Okay. Well, let me go with this. Government has finished consultation 
for its proposed new construction trade licences. I am sure I am going to have a hit here, 
aren’t I? 
 
Mr Steel: Planning and building policy are tomorrow, but Access Canberra will 
administer the licensing system once it is implemented. They are not yet doing that, but 
I am sure they will participate in the consultation, so they can talk about that.  
 
MR PARTON: Thank you. The planning website states that these new licences are 
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intended to improve the safety, quality and professionalism of the construction industry. 
It also notes that the ACT already has several trade licences. How will these six new 
construction licences improve building quality if the existing ones have failed to do so? 
 
Mr Steel: I do not think we would agree with that. Nick Lhuede can talk about the very 
active regulation in relation to existing licences for builders, electricians and plumbers.  
 
Mr Lhuede: Thank you. The proposed new licence coming under the trade licensing 
system is very different to what is currently in existence. The current trade licensing in 
the territory relates to plumbing and gas fitters and electrical. Currently, they are the 
licensed trades. We also have builders licensed in the territory. In short, they are held 
accountable for all work undertaken for a particular builder under a particular building 
approval.  
 
I will go into our regulation of plumbing, gas and electrical. The territory is very 
fortunate that we still have a strong trade inspectorate and that all new installations of 
electrical or plumbing are sent in through our certificates. I will find the figures on that, 
but there are tens of thousands of those. They are all inspected by government 
inspectors. As a consequence, we have very low defect rates in electrical for new 
installs. We also inspect DER, distributed energy resources, which go to photovoltaics, 
batteries and EV chargers. We do have slightly higher defect rates in that area. A lot of 
that is reflecting volume in that space. But, again, we have had targeted audits of DER 
installations and we have also included endorsements on licences for people 
undertaking those installations. To address some of the higher level defect and risk 
associated, in the ACT we require electricians to have a specific endorsement. We have 
very low defect rates in the territory around new installs—around two to three per cent 
for new electrical installations. That is quite low.  
 
MR PARTON: That is a solid answer. Minister—and I know I am straying into policy 
rather than enforcement and rollout, but everything costs something—has any 
modelling been done on how much this newer process will add to the cost of building 
a home in the ACT? 
 
Mr Steel: That is part of the session tomorrow. That will be part of the consultation and 
regulatory impact analysis that will be done on the reforms. The expectation is that, just 
like other licensing schemes, those who are applying for a licence pay for the licence 
and contribute to the cost of administering the system. Let’s also take into account that 
the defects that may be present on builds often cost tens of thousands of dollars for the 
future residents and owners corporations to address. It is far cheaper to address those 
early. What this is all about is to try to prevent those defects from occurring in the first 
place by making the licensed trades accountable for their work in key areas of risk, like 
waterproofing, carpentry, and brick and block laying, and the other trades that we are 
looking at licensing and have been consulting with the industry on. There is very strong 
support from industry, so I am surprised that you are suggesting it is something that we 
should not be doing and taking a laissez-faire approach.  
 
MR PARTON: I am not suggesting anything, Mr Steel. I am just asking you questions 
as a part of the budget estimates process. I am not making any suggestion at all.  
 
Mr Steel: It is also something that is done in New South Wales. It will also support 
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labour mobility objectives as we support mutual recognition of trades working across 
the border, which we have a lot of in the ACT because of our position as a city-state.  
 
MR PARTON: I could imagine. Minister, does the ACT currently offer all proposed 
prerequisite courses to qualify for one of the proposed licences?  
 
Mr Steel: We will discuss that tomorrow, but, yes, it has been part of the consultation 
about the model of licensing, which differs. There are positive models and negative 
models of licensing, and that has been discussed as part of that work.  
 
MR PARTON: Thank you.  
 
MS CARRICK: My substantive is about controlled activities as well. The Manuka 
hotel was approved with five cinemas, and one of the controlled activities is undertaking 
a development for which a development approval is required, other than in accordance 
with the development approval. In this case, the DA had five cinemas and they were 
not built. When I asked a question about it in the Assembly, Minister, you said that 
Access Canberra was doing a review of this issue. I am wondering how that review 
went. What was the outcome of that review?  
 
Mr Lhuede: At this stage for the Manuka hotel, there is no—and I am looking at this 
from a building approval perspective— 
 
MS CARRICK: As opposed to a development approval? 
 
Mr Lhuede: Yes. What is being built at that site is in accordance with the approved 
plans under the building approval. There is no compliance issue, in terms of the building 
that is there, under the approved plans. It is noted that the issue of the DA did approve 
five cinemas. That was varied by the owner at the time of submitting the building 
approval. In circumstances such as this, development variation is not necessarily 
required where the class use and site layout remains the same for the site. It is open to 
an owner to modify the internals of a building without development approval. To 
provide a broader context to that, if a building owner wishes to modify the internals of 
a building, as long as its class does not change and as long as the site design does not 
change and its use is not modified, and GFA, gross floor area, is not modified, no DA 
is required.  
 
MS CARRICK: How was the building approved when it is not in accordance with the 
development approval?  
 
Mr Lhuede: I have explained that. It was submitted. There is the developer’s certifier. 
Building approvals are automatically issued. They are not issued by government. They 
are issued by a certifier on behalf of an owner. That is what we receive, and that is what 
we are auditing against in this situation in relation to compliance, occupancy and use. 
The issues of the DA, and that link between the DA plans and the building approval 
plans, remain a matter that we are investigating, to determine whether there is an issue 
of noncompliance between those stages. Since that is a live investigation, I probably 
cannot offer more than saying that at this point.  
 
MS CARRICK: Thank you. When will that investigation be complete?  
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Mr Lhuede: I cannot give a firm date. It would be a matter of months.  
 
MS CARRICK: And will that be made public when it is complete?  
 
Mr Lhuede: No; not necessarily. We do not, as a matter of course, make the outcomes 
of investigations public.  
 
MS CARRICK: Will it be completed before a certificate of occupancy is issued?  
 
Mr Lhuede: I cannot pre-empt that one way or another at this point.  
 
MS CARRICK: Thank you.  
 
THE CHAIR: Is fair trading in this session?  
 
Ms Cheyne: Yes.  
 
Mr Rynehart: Yes.  
 
THE CHAIR: Excellent. Thank you. The function is listed for this session, but I cannot 
find much detail in the budget document. Is it somewhere else?  
 
Mr Rynehart: I am the Commissioner for Fair Trading in the ACT. Fair trading is a 
function. It captures a range of activities such as general consumer protections—things 
like scams, product safety and general consumer protections. We are the regulator in 
the ACT. Each jurisdiction has its own regulator, and then there is the ACCC, which is 
the national regulator. It also includes functions such as liquor regulation and real estate 
agents—occupational licensing inspectorate investigation under those. Fair trading is a 
covering umbrella term for a range of our activities.  
 
THE CHAIR: You do not have any budget allocation for the work you do? 
 
Mr Rynehart: No. I have teams who receive complaints and engage with consumers. 
There is a team that conciliates and negotiates outcomes. There are teams that look at 
data, there are teams that issue licences, and there are teams that engage with industry 
and engage with the community.  
 
Ms Cheyne: To be a bit more political, it is not that there is no budget allocation and 
that they are volunteering their time. Fair trading sits in budget statements E, or 
wherever. The fact is that undertaking regulatory activities to protect the community et 
cetera is Access Canberra’s mandate, and fair trading sits within regulatory activities. 
You will see that output 4 is Access Canberra, and you can see the whole budget that is 
applied to Access Canberra there, but it is not broken down line by line. The Budget 
outlook has a chapter devoted to initiative funding. There is no initiative funding in this 
budget for fair trading’s activities, but it is not that they are not funded to do their work.  
 
THE CHAIR: Can you then explain to me how you fit into the whole structure? I 
understand that you work across complaints, reconciliation, data, and so on. Can you 
explain how that works in practice if you are embedded in Access Canberra? 
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Mr Rynehart: Yes. We have a range of regulatory and statutory functions within 
Access Canberra. Fair trading is one of those. Regarding the way that we operate, we 
have a regulatory governance model which looks at where we investigate, the matters 
we want to take on and where we put our effort. But, as a group, each of our branches 
has a particular function. We have a customer service function, we have an 
authorisations and approvals function, and we have compliance investigations and 
enforcement functions. Fair trading, like all our functions, is spread between each team. 
Each team undertakes its own part, and then it comes together where there is a statutory 
officeholder or there is a single point of control. In this case, for fair trading, it is me. 
We have a governance structure that oversees that activity as well to ensure that we are 
acting together and focusing on the big problems. 
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you very much. This is more for my benefit than anything. In 
relation to output 4, which is where the minister has said Access Canberra sits, can you 
explain to me, regarding the listed functions, where you would fall? Do you fall under 
there at all or— 
 
Mr Rynehart: Sorry—which page are you on?  
 
THE CHAIR: Output 4.1; Access Canberra. 
 
Ms Cheyne: These pages are different to the online pages. 
 
THE CHAIR: Sorry—it is page 33 of the hard copy. If not, can you explain to me what 
sorts of complaints you would receive, what conciliations you do, what data you collect 
and what trends you are seeing? I was trying to find you somewhere, but I could not. 
 
Mr Rynehart: That is fine. Regarding accountability indicators, there is Access 
Canberra as a whole, as a function, but Ms Cubin may be able to describe our statutory 
fair trading functions.  
 
Ms Cubin: Absolutely. Ms Barry, the Fair Trading (Australian Consumer Law) Act 
sets out the functions of the Commissioner for Fair Trading. In those functions, it 
highlights the different administrative responsibilities: investigate, take complaints, 
engage and educate. That piece of legislation also sets out the range of legislation where 
the commissioner has responsibility. That includes, as Mr Rynehart highlighted, 
Australian Consumer Law, but it also includes the security industry, the agents act for 
real estate, and motor vehicle dealers and repairers. It has very broad scope, but the 
functions in that include licensing functions for certain regulated industries—
occupational licences. 
 
With regard to enforcement, teams in my branch have enforcement responsibilities over 
a range of other regulatory areas. As Mr Rynehart highlighted, we receive complaints 
through one part of Access Canberra, for us to make a preliminary assessment as to 
whether matters will then escalate to a more complex investigation or whether we can 
remediate and finalise those complaints with the complainant. We also have a function 
that is called a conciliation function, where matters are referred to the team and they 
will try to negotiate an outcome between the consumer and the business. They act as a 
conciliatory mediating function to get a resolution so that individuals do not have to go 
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to the tribunal, so that we can get an outcome for the consumer. 
 
In the last financial year, 979 matters—nearly 1,000 matters—were referred to the team. 
They attempted to conciliate and provide assistance in about 50 per cent of those 
matters. There is also a specific function where we can bring two entities together for 
what is called a compulsory conciliation function. In that, the outcome becomes binding 
and is filed within ACAT. If the party with which we are trying to find an outcome for 
the consumer does not comply, then we have a pathway through to the courts to enforce 
that. Out of that total number, only five last year went to compulsory conciliation, 
because we find that most matters resolve beforehand, because we can get the parties 
together and work through the problems. In the compulsory conciliation function, there 
is a $5,000 threshold on the value of the claim. That means that, if the claim is a 
significant issue—it might be about a vehicle or it might be a building related matter—
there are more appropriate pathways. We are focusing on the more vulnerable 
consumers who might have an issue about something that might cost a few hundred 
dollars to replace, but we step in to help address that so they do not have to go to ACAT. 
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you. You mediate between consumers and private businesses or 
all businesses? 
 
Ms Cubin: All businesses. 
 
THE CHAIR: All businesses—government and private? 
 
Ms Cubin: Yes. 
 
THE CHAIR: Give me the types of complaints you would manage—vehicle 
licencing— 
 
Mr Rynehart: It could be that somebody feels that they purchased something and they 
did not actually get what they thought they had bought or they think they might have 
been overcharged. It is at that end. It can be things like complaining about a liquor 
licensee and others, but the general consumer protection is about the more ordinary 
things that you would think of as being: “I didn’t get my refund” or “I bought something 
that doesn’t work” or advice and engagement with vehicles et cetera. It is about how 
we are protecting consumers in the general sense. One of the advantages of 
Access Canberra as a whole is that sometimes a complaint comes in and it might come 
in as a fair trading complaint, but it actually better dealt with as an EPA or a building 
or other matter. With us all being together, we can look at the matter and think about 
the best way to resolve it. The complaints are often what you would think of as: “I 
bought something and I didn’t get a refund” or “I don’t know what my consumer rights 
are.” It is that sort of function.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you. I could not find you guys in this, so I was not sure.  
 
MR EMERSON: I want to ask about liquor licensing applications. I will not go into 
fees. I asked the— 
 
Ms Cheyne: Hold on. Is it about applications or fees? 
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MR EMERSON: It is about applications. Is it a different person if I say “fees”? No? I 
put in a question during the night-time economy inquiry about processing times for 
applications and I understand the government target is 90 days for a new application, 
but the average amount of time it is taking is 115 days, or that has been the case across 
the last financial year. It seems to be a pretty long time, so I am curious about the 
reasons for that.  
 
Mr Rynehart: I will start and then I will hand to Mr Mangeruca in a minute. Sometimes 
it can take a bit of time to get the liquor licence approved. It is often wrapped up in 
building approvals and getting the business operating, and there is often a range of 
complexity. Sometimes we will receive an application that we need put on hold and 
work through. Liquor licences often tie together a range of other approvals that are 
necessary. Sometimes it is just about trying to get everything settled.  
 
Ms Cheyne: And consultation with other agencies. 
 
Mr Mangeruca: And public consultation as well. There is a range of processes that 
encompass the granting of the liquor licence. Access Canberra take the position that 
they will accept an incomplete application and help the applicant gather or understand 
what they need to gather in order to get ultimate approval. In some cases, they might 
come to us not having lease advice, in which case they have to get that, and there is a 
period of mandated 30-day public consultation where the public can make comments 
on both the suitability of the premise and the suitability of the people that are applying. 
We then have to actively consider those things. 
 
In many ways, there are externalities that we are subject to ourselves. Proponents that 
try to apply for a liquor licence will also need to get a fit-out done of their premise and 
we need to capture that within the plans. Those fit-outs often happen in parallel, so we 
cannot grant a licence until we understand what is happening, and then we can apply 
the licensing areas. Whilst on paper—and I believe you are talking about the question 
taken on notice during the night-time economy hearings—it does appear that we are not 
meeting the timeframes that we publicised, in its entirety it is generally because we 
have been trying to work with the applicant to get the licence over the line, and that 
means that we are subject to some of the extended timelines ourselves.  
 
MR EMERSON: Are any efficiencies being pursued or sought within government 
processes? I totally understand what you are laying out as barriers.  
 
Mr Mangeruca: We are looking at the process ourselves and looking at whether 
efficiencies can be gained on our side about when we time certain things that we do 
within the process and arming people with enough information so they know what they 
have to get before coming to us, which would inevitably speed up the process. We also 
have an events coordination team within Access Canberra that provides some advice to 
businesses. In time, we will move to a new system called the Common Licensing 
Capability. That means that people who wish to apply for a liquor licence can log on 
through the digital account and provide all the documentation that they need. 
Efficiencies will be gained there. We are always open to feedback and looking at 
improving our processes. Largely, some of it is because people are looking for a more 
guided service. They come in with great ideas but are seeking our advice about how to 
get there, and we do the best that we can to get them to their final destination. 
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Mr Rynehart: There is always some level of challenge in this. What I do not want to 
get to is a place where we artificially set a beginning point which makes the timeframe 
look better when nothing actually changes. There is an element of accepting that it does 
take time, and sometimes it takes too long for us to get it done, but looking at the 
efficiencies without artificially shifting the dates, to make it more efficient for business, 
is what we are focused on. 
 
MR EMERSON: Is artificial intelligence any part of this kind of application process 
or is that something you are looking at—how you can gain efficiencies through AI? 
 
Mr Mangeruca: It is not at this time. Again, we are looking at our processes and there 
will be efficiencies gained through taking a firmer digital-first approach through our 
new database, but that is not AI driven. 
 
Mr Rynehart: There is a low number of liquor licence applications each year. System 
automation is probably more viable—it seems to push information through—rather 
than using AI to make decisions. There is a very low number of applications for that 
sort of application. 
 
MR EMERSON: Regarding how these approvals work, is it like a desktop based 
approval and then a final inspection? Excuse my ignorance. I am not quite sure how it 
works. 
 
Mr Mangeruca: Generally there is a digital or paper based application. We receive it, 
we assess it to see if all the information is there and, if it is not there, we will reach out 
to the applicant to seek that information. We will then put up the public consultation 
notice—that is for a legislated 30 days—where we may get feedback based on the 
person’s suitability or the premise’s suitability. It depends on the premises. Some are 
low risk; some are high risk. Examples include opening a restaurant, where we might 
not have a need to go there. Some inspections can be done through photographic 
evidence of certain things. In others it is more complex. Let’s say a nightclub was 
opening. That is something where we might go and do a final inspection. 
 
Mr Rynehart: Quite some time ago, we used to undertake a significant number of 
inspections during the licensing process. We have pulled right back from that over the 
years because we were holding up the ability for businesses to open. We focus on the 
risk, as Mr Mangeruca indicated, regarding where we intervene and where we put in 
checks.  
 
MR EMERSON: The fastest application on the list that I was provided took 37 days. 
It was for a club. There is a 30-day notification period. I do not know if you recall the 
example. I assume there was only one filed application in the last financial year, but— 
 
Mr Mangeruca: I do not recall the specific application, but what I would suggest is 
that the particular application probably had everything that was required up-front and 
we were able to process it expeditiously following public consultation. As well, it is 
likely that no objections were raised.  
 
MR EMERSON: Given that 30-day period, 37 days is about as efficient as it gets, so 
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that is good. Thank you. I appreciate that.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: I have some questions about vehicle registrations and stamp duty. 
Firstly, I understand that we are reliant on the commonwealth’s Green Vehicle Guide 
to determine whether a vehicle is actually an electric or a zero-emissions vehicle. Is that 
correct?  
 
Ms Cubin: Yes, Mr Braddock. That is correct, although we can use other sources to 
determine it. Our general approach is to use the Green Vehicle Guide.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: I am interested in you saying you use other sources, because I have 
had approaches from owners saying that there was no alternative source and that, if it 
was not on the Green Vehicle Guide, it had to be an unrated vehicle. 
 
Ms Cubin: Thank you for your question. From some of the queries raised, we have 
been able to clarify the guidance for our staff and what the alternative options are that 
they can look at to clarify the Green Vehicle Guide. I guess that part of the problem is 
that, as vehicles enter the country, if they are new, it takes a while for them to be added 
to the Green Vehicle Guide. That is the key reliance, but there are other methods by 
which we can determine the mode of power of the vehicle for registration purposes.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: For those who might have inadvertently had to pay the $300 for an 
unrated vehicle, is there any way they are able to claim that back from the government? 
 
Ms Cubin: Yes; absolutely. Regarding some of the recent queries, we are going back 
through the data to clarify. If you have individual constituent queries, they can 
definitely come to Access Canberra and we will review the process that happened.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Okay. The other question I have is in terms of used vehicles. You 
might, for example, have a year-old used vehicle that would normally be in category D, 
but, for the purposes of this regulation, it is listed as category C. Therefore, what are 
we doing to dissuade used vehicle owners from purchasing less-polluting vehicles? 
 
Mr Steel: That is going to the policy area. 
 
Ms Cheyne: Yes. They are processing the applications and fees, not trying to drive 
behavioural change. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: All right. I will leave it there, then.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Minister Cheyne, this might be an interesting question. I 
have been talking to my son about MMA type fighting, and he is talking to me about 
what is happening. 
 
Ms Cheyne: Conor McGregor. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Yes—stuff like that. There are events in Canberra. That 
is an edgy kind of sport, both in the way that it is carried out and sometimes its 
connections. How is Access Canberra working in that space or protecting the people 
who are involved, not only in the fighting but also— 
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Ms Cheyne: You can imagine that this is something that Derise loves going to.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Sure—in which case, tell me all about it. 
 
Ms Cheyne: These sorts of combat type sports or high-risk sports are called controlled 
sports— 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: There is integrity as well.  
 
Ms Cheyne: Exactly. They are at a higher risk across the board, so they are regulated 
activities. Ms Cubin and her team have the great pleasure of doing so, so she can talk 
you through it and you can relay this to your son.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: I am more interested in the regulation than I think he is.  
 
Ms Cheyne: That is fair. 
 
Ms Cubin: Thanks, Minister. You are correct. The focus of our role is around the health 
and safety of contestants and also the integrity objectives of the legislation. The key 
focus for us is on registrable combat activities, which means commercial activities or 
where there might be a financial outcome—a purse, as they might say in fights—at the 
outcome of the contest. Regarding the regulatory framework, we register officials—
that is, the promoters and the medical personnel—and we register contestants, and that 
is subject to appropriate medical clearance because that is a key factor. We also register 
the registrable events and approve sporting associations. The role of approved sporting 
associations is that they provide the rules under which the bouts might occur. When an 
event occurs, we will have the promoter lodge an application through our approvals 
team, who will make sure that all the relevant information is there. The event will be 
approved to occur. In the last financial year, we had six registrable events. It might be 
at the Hellenic Club or at another licensed premise. Then there are ticket sales and other 
elements that come into our regulatory considerations on the actual event night.  
 
Regarding approval of the event, closer to the event date we receive a draw of the 
fighters. One of the roles of the officials, which we also approve, is to match the 
fighters. You have to have correct weight—that the weights of the fighters are not too 
extreme in the bout. There is the draw that occurs. The fight is approved, but then the 
enforcement and regulatory action occurs when our inspectors attend the weigh-in 
before the fight, which is usually the day before the fight, to make sure of the integrity 
of the weigh-in. We double-check the identities of the fighters to make sure that who is 
on the draw is who is in the weigh-in. All that happens on the day before the event.  
 
The team will also attend the event. The key aspect of the event is to make sure that, 
again, you have the correct fighters there and all the officials and trainers are registered. 
We need to know that the fighter is there with their trainer and there is integrity of the 
scheme. It is also to check how the ring is set up—that there is a clear access pathway 
if there is a medical emergency, so that an ambulance and paramedics can get through 
to the event. They will stay for the entirety of the fight.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: The paramedics? 
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Ms Cubin: No. A doctor is at the fight the whole time. Inspectors will stay for the 
entirety of the fight. There is always a doctor. Without a doctor on site with key medical 
equipment, the event will not be able to go ahead. That is the paramount consideration 
because it is about the safety of the fighters. In a nutshell, that is how the controlled 
sport activity works. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Controlled sport. I was thinking MMA, but there is also 
boxing. 
 
Ms Cubin: Boxing and Muay Thai. Those are the key sports.  
 
Ms Cheyne: WWE equivalent? 
 
Mr Rynehart: It is not a controlled sport if it is— 
 
Ms Cheyne: Sorry—I should not have asked that question.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: It is made up, isn’t it? We already know the outcome. 
There is no integrity.  
 
Mr Rynehart: It is not a controlled sport if it is carried out solely for entertainment 
purposes and it involves movements that are choreographed, or the outcome is 
predetermined and no official score is kept and no official winner is recorded for that 
sport or activity.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: How many people are registered—contestants? What is 
the size of the controlled sport community in the ACT?  
 
Ms Cubin: I will have to take that question on notice at this time. I can give you the 
number of contestants.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: What is the size of the sport and what is the current level 
of registration? Is there a trend? Is it becoming more popular?  
 
Ms Cubin: Over time?  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Yes.  
 
Ms Cubin: I have to take that on notice. Also, I highlight that we have contestants 
coming in from other jurisdictions as well. We clarify that they are registered in their 
own jurisdictions to attend and fight in the territory. There are some different— 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: If you are registered in New South Wales and you come 
and fight in the ACT, do you need an ACT registration as well? Do you have to pay 
twice? 
 
Ms Cubin: No. We clarify that they are registered in New South Wales. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: And then they are ready to go? 
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Ms Cubin: Yes. It is really about the medical— 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: I presume it is reciprocal—ACT to New South Wales? 
 
Ms Cubin: In some circumstances. There are different rules. Different jurisdictions 
have different rules around certain aspects, and some of that comes down to the criteria 
and the medical clearances.  
 
Mr Rynehart: It often becomes quite complex to work through this when events come 
through. As Ms Cubin indicated, industry associations set their rules. I think it is fair to 
say that most of these events effectively require us to start from scratch each time—to 
start with approval for the event, rather than having a more generic type of process of 
approvals. It is a bit difficult to give generic answers as we focus on the event, look at 
what is happening there and approve people to do those activities.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: How much does it cost to hold an event?  
 
Ms Cubin: I will have to wait for somebody to hopefully provide me with that by the 
end of today’s session.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Fair enough.  
 
Ms Cheyne: It is probably in the fee determination. We can pull that up before the end 
of the session.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Thank you. There has been reporting that some 
participants have a chequered past. Is that taken into account in the registration process? 
Are people with criminal histories— 
 
Ms Cubin: Excluded? 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Or checked? 
 
Ms Cubin: No. They have to provide some criminal history considerations, but what 
we find is that they also might provide a character reference. When the fights are 
commercial proposed fights and they are fighting for a title, people have spent 12 to 24 
months training. They are extremely disciplined. They are very focused on their intent. 
There is a lot of commentary around how the discipline and the support of the club that 
they might join has made a really positive impact on their life. From our perspective, 
whilst we might look at an individual and do a risk assessment over them, to have them 
not fight is actually a worse outcome, considering everything that they have been doing. 
And every fight, as I explained before, is a very controlled environment. A lot of 
training and effort goes into what those individuals have trained for. That is the 
approach that we will generally take.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: This is my final question. This is actually a question on 
behalf of an offspring. Presumably you can be any age to train, but would you have to 
be 18 to participate? 
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Ms Cubin: Yes. I have been discussing what are called registrable events, which are 
the commercial based ones. There are non-registrable events, and that might be where 
there are people under the age of 18, where youths or younger people might be involved 
in training activities and sparring, but they are not commercial type fights and not title 
type fights; they are more around fitness and discipline. They might do some exhibition 
activities at points in time. For the registrable ones, where tickets are sold and that type 
of thing, you have to be over 18.  
 
MR EMERSON: As you asked about this, Mr Werner-Gibbings, in 2024 the New 
South Wales government provided and mandated free concussion training, I believe, 
for all combat sport participants, promoters, industry participants, officials and medical 
practitioners. I think their laws require a combatant to be declared medically fit. Well, 
if they have been declared medically unfit, they cannot participate in competition or 
sparring until cleared by a medical practitioner, whereas my understanding is that, in 
the ACT, that clearance only applies to competition, not sparring.  
 
Ms Cubin: I would have to take that on notice. The policy for controlled sports sits 
with Minister Berry, so I will have to get some clarity around— 
 
Mr Rynehart: We will come back on that.  
 
MR EMERSON: And, if so—while you are taking it on notice—whether there is any 
consideration of harmonisation or following what New South Wales has done.  
 
Mr Rynehart: That is possibly more for Sports and Rec, but we will provide what we 
can.  
 
MR EMERSON: Thank you.  
 
MR PARTON: This question is for Minister Cheyne. Minister, over the last financial 
year, how many noise complaints have been received by Access Canberra? Do you 
know that off the top of your head?  
 
Ms Cheyne: No, I do not, but we faithfully report it every year in our annual reports, 
and we will do it again. I suspect that Mr Kamarul has at least some stats at hand.  
 
MR PARTON: Excellent.  
 
Mr Kamarul: Thank you for the question, Mr Parton. I am pulling up the figures. 
Regarding the range of noise complaints that are received, are you after the figures in 
terms of a specific type of noise complaint or noise complaints in general? 
 
MR PARTON: I would love to know how many of them involved residential properties 
and how many were commercial properties. I am looking for the number of noise 
complaints received by Access Canberra over the term of the financial year that has just 
concluded.  
 
Mr Kamarul: Bear with me for one moment.  
 
Ms Cheyne: It will definitely be in our annual report.  
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Mr Kamarul: In terms of noise complaints, I can take you through those, if it assists, 
by category each time, Mr Parton. For 2025-26, we received 1,309 complaints in 
relation to amplified noise, which can cover a number of types of complaint but it is 
predominantly about amplified music. In terms of construction noise, there were 378 
complaints; for mechanical plant and equipment noise, there were 532 complaints; for 
maintenance work, there were 129 complaints; for vehicles, there were 86 complaints; 
and, regarding noise from people, which is not something that the EPA regulates, there 
were 26 complaints. I could potentially go through the highest ones. I will not go down 
to the granular detail unless you want all of the detail.  
 
MR PARTON: No. That is an exceptional summary of numbers. How many staff are 
available to respond to noise complaints out of hours, either during the week, at night-
time or on weekends? And are they Access Canberra staff or are they EPA staff?  
 
Mr Kamarul: The Environment Protection Authority is a business unit within Access 
Canberra. Predominantly, for out-of-hours noise complaints in relation to amplified 
noise or other noises that are covered by the Environment Protection Act, they are 
Environment Protection Authority staff. We have an on-call roster for both weekends 
and out of hours. On each individual day, we will have two on-call staff—one being the 
primary on-call officer and the second being the backup on-call officer.  
 
MR PARTON: Has the number of EPA staff who are rostered on to respond to 
complaints over weekends or out of hours decreased at all over the last two financial 
years? 
 
Mr Kamarul: No; it has not.  
 
MR PARTON: Do you know the typical response time for weekend noise complaints, 
from when a complaint is lodged to when an officer attends and investigates? 
 
Mr Kamarul: I will not have that data at hand, Mr Parton. I can take it on notice. It 
varies based on the type of complaint that is received and also, potentially, the location 
of the on-call officer at the time. You could imagine that, if an on-call officer was 
dealing with a noise complaint in Banks, at one end of the city, and they perhaps 
received an on-call complaint regarding a noise at the other end of the city, that officer 
may be required to travel, after completing the first noise complaint inspection, to the 
other end of the city. It can take some time. Obviously, the second on-call officer could 
potentially be called in as well. Firstly, it depends on the availability of the on-call 
officer. Noise complaints are all triaged as well. 
 
Mr Parton, I should indicate that, when we receive the first noise complaint, it comes 
through the contact centres or on-call centres, and they are all treated in the same way. 
Initially, a letter to the person or the entity generating the noise is sent to advise them 
of the obligations that they have in terms of meeting noise zone standards. On 
weekends, it is not always the case that an on-call officer will specifically attend. It will 
be triaged through the contact centre. Subsequent calls from the same complainant in 
relation to the same producer of noise will be escalated through to the on-call officers 
in the EPA for inspection.  
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MR PARTON: Mr Kamarul, you have been exceptional. They should pay you more 
money! Thank you.  
 
Mr Kamarul: Thank you, Mr Parton.  
 
MR PARTON: Take it as a comment.  
 
THE CHAIR: I have a question around your accountability indicators. I am 
particularly interested in the accountability indicator on page 33, in output 4.1. I have a 
broader question. Do you have a standard accountability indicator?  
 
Mr Rynehart: Each of these accountability indicators cover the breadth of Access 
Canberra. 
 
THE CHAIR: Do you use “satisfied”, “very satisfied”, “easy” and “very easy”? What 
is the standard for your surveys? 
 
Mr Rynehart: I might get Dr Vaile to speak about our customer survey methodology.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you.  
 
Dr Vaile: I have read and acknowledge the privilege statement. Sorry—could I ask you 
to repeat the question?  
 
THE CHAIR: Sure. I am wondering whether a standard accountability indicator is 
used. Is it “satisfied”, “very satisfied”, “easy” and “very easy”? And is there a 
preference as to which one is used, depending on what you are measuring? 
 
Ms Cheyne: To clarify further, are we talking about: when surveys are issued to get 
this information, what is the survey methodology? Is it a rate of one to 10, or is it a rate 
of “very easy” to “very hard”, or is it a— 
 
THE CHAIR: Yes.  
 
Ms Cheyne: Dr Vaile can definitely talk you through that.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you. Is there a standard? 
 
Dr Vaile: There is. It uses a standard Likert scale, which is a one-to-five scale, and it 
measures ease of use rather than direct customer satisfaction. The reason for that is that 
what we have seen over time is that what people are actually interested in, when they 
are measuring satisfaction, is around how easy people found it to access the information 
that they were looking for or how easy it was to access the service that they wanted to 
access. We moved to that measure I think three years ago—I would need to check, but 
it was about three years ago—to more accurately cover what the public wanted to tell 
us when they were answering the question and what actually mattered to them. It is 
highly correlated with satisfaction.  
 
THE CHAIR: If, for example, you had an indicator that said “not easy”, then you 
would be capturing satisfaction as well. 
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Dr Vaile: We are. Part of the reason for that is also to do with the fact we also ask about 
our regulatory services. You can find that service to be completely professional and 
easy—that it occurred in the kind of timing that you expected, and all of those things—
but you did not like the outcome, so you might not be satisfied with the service, whereas 
we are specifically asking: “How easy was it for you to access the service that Access 
Canberra was providing?” 
 
THE CHAIR: I go back to page 33, specifically b. and the subset of that. On page 34, 
you have the explanations under 2. and 3. You say, “The result is determined by 
responses of ‘easy’ and ‘very easy’.” Why go to those two specifically? Those are 
positive responses. How do you then capture negative responses?  
 
Mr Rynehart: It might be helpful to indicate this. These results are pulled from our 
customer satisfaction surveys that we publish on our website. On the Access Canberra 
website, we have our satisfaction surveys dating back to 2016. Those surveys pick up 
negative and positive feedback. Our accountability indicator measures “easy” or “very 
easy” as the measure because we are seeking a percentage of 90 per cent, where people 
find it easy or very easy to deal with us. But, certainly in the survey response, we get 
an indication of the issues where customers are not satisfied and where we can make 
improvements. So we are getting that information and we hold that—we publish that 
on our website—but the accountability indicator is about us striving for a higher level 
of customer satisfaction, where they find it easy to deal with us.  
 
Ms Cheyne: Ms Barry, I think I understand what you are getting at. If we are going 
from one to five and “easy” and “very easy”, how do you get to 89 per cent?  
 
THE CHAIR: Yes.  
 
Ms Cheyne: Is it potentially the inverse that you are asking about: is it that 89 per cent 
of all respondents have selected “easy” and “very easy” and 11 per cent have selected 
the others? Is that the question that you are asking? 
 
THE CHAIR: The comment I am trying to make in asking is that this indicator is 
essentially skewed to give you these high numbers. 
 
Dr Vaile: The indicator itself comes across that way because, as Mr Rynehart said, we 
are aiming to set a high target for ourselves to meet. But the way that the questions are 
actually asked within the survey are not reflective of the wording of the accountability 
indicator itself. People are asked to rate how easy they found it to use those services, 
and they can rate from “not easy” or “difficult to access” through to a neutral answer 
and “easy” or “very easy”. They are given five points. It certainly is not the case that 
we only ask “easy” or “very easy”. There is a full scale of answers.  
 
THE CHAIR: This is just me trying to understand: are you saying that, when you 
collect that scale of indicators, it is reflected in—this is a summary of that? 
 
Dr Vaile: This is only a summary of that and, because we are aiming to always strive 
to achieve the best outcome for the community, it means that we have actually gone 
with only the top two answers that are part of the accountability indicator. You could 
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theoretically also invert that—that less than one per cent or less than five per cent of 
people were unhappy or found it difficult to use the services of Access Canberra.  
 
THE CHAIR: If we are looking at the picture holistically, how many people find it 
difficult to use your service? Let me just ask that question—the percentage. 
 
Dr Vaile: I will need to take that on notice to get— 
 
Ms Cheyne: Ms Springett has the answer. 
 
Mr Rynehart: While Ms Springett comes to the table, I can say that our survey has 
been done externally for a number of years and, as I said, we publish it. We are looking 
at service centres, the contact centre and digital services as being free streams. This is 
a headline number for all of them, but it certainly picks up— 
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you. 
 
Ms Springett: As Mr Rynehart and Dr Vaile discussed, this is drawn from the 
Micromex satisfaction survey that occurs annually. Indeed, our 2026 one has just been 
published on our website. We use it particularly in service delivery and engagement. 
You can see here, and on the website, that it has a great degree of detail. It includes the 
full breakdown of satisfaction with service received in the last 12 months, with the most 
recent service channel used.  
 
In terms of Access Canberra service centres, what we can see here is that, in terms of 
“very satisfied”, it was 62 per cent, “satisfied” was 31 per cent, “neither” was four per 
cent, and it goes down from there. I can go through each one, or I can point you to page 
27 of the Micromex report. 
 
THE CHAIR: You have said “easy” and “very easy” are your top ones, because you 
aim for satisfaction. What is the question and the percentage that gives me how difficult 
it was to use your service? 
 
Mr Rynehart: We can come back to you on those. It will be in the detail of the 
satisfaction survey on the website. 
 
THE CHAIR: That would be awesome; thank you. 
 
Ms Springett: Particularly, with respect to service delivery and engagement, what we 
look at, and what is incredibly meaningful for us, is: what are people telling us about 
what makes the service easier for them, or what would drive satisfaction? We can then 
target our services and our training around that. We know that, with the reason for 
contact being easy, part of it would be wait, and the length of wait, but what comes out, 
over the top of wait times, often is things like empathy, as to who you might get at a 
service centre or a contact centre. Can it be managed in the one transaction? Was the 
person knowledgeable? Was the information easy to find? Often people think it is just 
a wait time that can drive satisfaction or ease, when indeed it is often the service 
experience, and that is why we invest where we do, in training our staff and in our 
service standards.  
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THE CHAIR: Thank you for the explanation. You have taken the question on notice; 
thank you. Mr Braddock?  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Minister Cheyne, I understand you have had correspondence with 
another member about oOh!media, who are allowed to display ads for junk food in bus 
stops. Am I in the correct session to ask about that?  
 
Ms Cheyne: I do not think so. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Which session would be the most appropriate session for that?  
 
Mr Steel: Transport Canberra is coming tomorrow. They can talk about the contract 
with the bus stops. 
 
Ms Cheyne: I have bus stops, but the advertising contract is between— 
 
Mr Peffer: That will be a question for tomorrow morning; that contracts sits with 
Transport Canberra. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Fair enough. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Minister Steel, you may or may not have heard of a local 
shops in Tuggeranong called Richardson shops. There is stuff happening there, but 
recent regulatory action has been taken, I understand, in relation to a number of long-
term vacant commercial sites across Canberra. Richardson shops has sat vacant for 
many years, with little apparent intervention. What is the trigger for why the 
government is acting now or is able to take action, and what has changed? 
 
Mr Steel: I will hand over to Nick Lhuede to talk about the current action there. There 
is a range of different things. The powers available under the Planning Act are one 
thing. There is the clear direction that I have provided as minister to the Territory 
Planning Authority, which Access Canberra is acting on behalf of, to address these 
situations of unused tenancies, and enforcing the Planning Act. 
 
It was also a Labor election commitment that we brought to investigate tougher 
measures for property owners who leave their shop spaces vacant and unused. It has set 
a clear direction that the government is heading in, that we do not think it is acceptable 
for those kinds of spaces to be unused.  
 
With the work that is underway, which will be explained shortly, we are seeing some 
results of that. We are seeing results of that at places like Duffy shops, on the south 
side, where we have seen the Sun Doo restaurant, which was long vacant, now being 
occupied for the purposes of an art gallery business, which is very welcome to see. That 
was a matter that I understand was known to Access Canberra. They have also been 
engaged with Richardson. I understand we are now seeing movement there, with 
potential tenancies being secured for the site.  
 
I will hand over to Mr Lhuede to talk about what Access Canberra’s involvement has 
been with Richardson.  
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Mr Lhuede: The minister fairly well covered the issues. In my previous responses, I 
did go into some level of detail around the changes to the Planning Act in 2023 and 
some of the new provisions there. I will state that again. The regulatory powers that we 
are using, under chapter 12 of the Planning Act, relate to failing to use land for a 
continuous period of at least one year for the purpose over which the lease is granted.  
 
In the matter of the Richardson shops, as I am sure you are well aware, it has been some 
time since those shops were used for the purpose. We engaged with the owners last 
year, in consideration of the controlled activity that I have read out. We did a show-
cause notice, which gives an indication of future regulatory action. At this point, noting 
that this does remain an active investigation, the owners have indicated to us that they 
have engaged with two specific businesses to operate from that site, and that is 
underway at the moment. That said, we will continue to monitor that particular site, in 
terms of whether those outcomes are achieved, and the site is used for the purposes. 
 
With the other ones, obviously, we have discussed Big Splash in some level of detail. 
Probably the other site where we have been looking at the application of this provision 
is around the old Hawker tennis club, which is next to the bowling club at Hawker. We 
have engaged with the owners of that site as well. At the moment, they are considering 
their options around possible future development applications. But what we have been 
able to achieve in that engagement with the owner is the clean-up of the site, improving 
the fencing, and starting to address some of the antisocial activities that we were having 
brought to our attention around that site. We will continue to monitor that.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: With Access Canberra, and the ability to intervene more 
proactively and sharply, that comes directly from the new act—from the powers and 
the interpretation of the powers in the new act? 
 
Mr Lhuede: Yes, that is exactly right. For that one, as well as the matters that I 
discussed earlier around the undeveloped blocks and an extension of time, that is 
likewise one of the other provisions that we have acted on.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Do you think that, between 2023 and now, you have a 
watching brief, or more than a watching brief, on all of the properties that this act would 
encompass? It comes up. There might be another property in six months time; then it 
will not be used for a year. Is there a general understanding of where you might have to 
pull the trigger, or that there will be a need to pull?  
 
Mr Lhuede: We are definitely getting a better understanding of that. Particularly 
around those undeveloped blocks, we definitely have a much better handle on those 
issues—the number that I provided. We have a clear understanding of the extent of that 
issue, what needs to be done in terms of achieving compliance and using the powers in 
the act. That is definitely one that we will continue to monitor, and we have a team 
monitoring that.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: The more you use the powers, the more effective or 
efficient you are at being able to use them and step them out?  
 
Mr Lhuede: Yes.  
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MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Ideally, you will be using them less?  
 
Mr Lhuede: Hopefully. That is the intent. I think the undeveloped powers are a really 
good example of that. Historically, there has not necessarily been a lot of action in that 
space, because of the way that the previous act was construed. We are now issuing those 
new compliance times. It may well be that some of those matters are challenged into 
the future. We are, I feel, sending quite a strong signal to the community and to people 
who have undeveloped blocks, and who have held them for some time, that we are 
taking regulatory action in those sites.  
 
Likewise, on other areas, we have used other powers—for example, historically, 
prohibition notices. They are one of our enforcement tools under the act, where we can 
undertake fairly quick action. As was touched upon earlier, a lot of the planning powers 
that we utilise do have strong natural justice and show-cause provisions. But where we 
are seeing matters, for example, with immediate harm, we can take immediate action 
with prohibition notices.  
 
Over the last few years, we have issued prohibition notices around gyms in residential 
sites, where they have had noise impacts. We have also applied them, for example, 
where we have had development occurring without approval and related to 
environmental issues on those sites. We have also exercised some of the more pointy-
end immediate powers that are available to us, as well as controlled activity orders.  
 
I will qualify it with one point. We are complaints based. By and large, the majority of 
issues in which we undertake regulatory action—not all, but the majority—are ones that 
are brought to us as complaints, and we act upon them. We get about 1,000 planning-
related complaints over the course of a year. All of those are investigated, as required 
under the act. As I said earlier, where we can achieve voluntary compliance, we will. 
That is definitely the preferred approach with the community, owners and lessees. As 
was alluded to, in other circumstances, where we need to take more pointy-end 
regulatory action, we will do so, and we will use the powers available to us under the 
act.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: I understand that there are two blocks of vacant land next-door to 
the shops that are SLA controlled. Has an application for the direct sale of the land been 
received for the purchase of this land?  
 
Mr Lhuede: Is that in relation to Richardson?  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Yes.  
 
Mr Peffer: We would have to take that on notice.  
 
Mr Steel: It is a question for tomorrow. We can come back to it tomorrow and answer 
it, unless you want to— 
 
Mr Engele: The owners of Richardson shops did reach out proactively last year to talk 
about the possibilities of redeveloping those shops. The key focus of that conversation 
was how to better orientate the shops towards the playground, and opportunities for 
hospitality businesses—cafes and things like that. There are two isolated blocks that are 
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land-locked there. I do not believe there has been a direct sale. Maybe I could take that 
on notice and possibly come back tomorrow with the answer, in relation to a formal 
direct sale.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Yes, thank you. 
 
Mr Peffer: There is a procedural matter, Chair.  
 
THE CHAIR: Yes, please go ahead.  
 
Mr Peffer: I would like to table a corrigendum to the 2026-27 CED budget statement. 
A copy has been provided to the Speaker, I understand, this morning for circulation to 
all members. Just for completeness, for the committee, following the publication of the 
budget, we did identify some discrepancies in the document.  
 
The corrigendum updates three things. First, it better aligns the output classes on 
pages 14 to 22, to reflect a recent restructure within the organisation, and the allocation 
of responsibilities off the back of the machinery-of-government changes. There is an 
insertion of changes to the appropriation table for expenses on behalf of the territory, 
which will be included as table 44.1. And there is an error that we picked up in the 
calculated capital program figures, on page 52. I will table that for the committee.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you, Mr Peffer. 
 
Mr Rynehart: I have the figures for the registrable event fees for controlled sports. For 
an application for a registrable event, up to 500 tickets, it is $948.20. For a registrable 
event with between 501 and 2,000 tickets, it is $2,241, and for more than 2,001 tickets 
it is $5,577.50. 
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you. On behalf of the committee, I thank you for your attendance 
today. If you have taken any questions on notice, please provide your answers to the 
committee secretary within five business days of receiving the uncorrected proof 
Hansard. The committee will now suspend the proceedings for a short break.  
 
Hearing suspended from 2.46 to 3.23 pm  
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Appearances: 
 
Canberra Institute of Technology 

Rogers, Mr Tom, CIT Board Chair 
Wark, Ms Erica, Chief Finance Officer 
Nichols, Mr Scott, Student Experience Lead and Academic Registrar 
Neiberding, Mr Craig, Chief Information Officer 
Jones, Mr David, Executive Branch Manager, Campus Renewal 
Abelle, Mr Richard, Education Design and Delivery Lead 

 
THE CHAIR: Welcome back to the public hearings for the Select Committee on 
Estimates 2026-2027. We welcome representatives of the Canberra Institute of 
Technology. Please note that, as witnesses, you are protected by parliamentary privilege 
and bound by its obligations. You must tell the truth, as giving false or misleading 
evidence will be treated as a serious matter and may be considered contempt of the 
Assembly.  
 
Before we go to questions, I would like to give Mr Rogers the opportunity to give a 
very brief, two-minute statement, particularly on the employment status of Dr McNeill. 
Following that statement, the committee will not be entertaining questions on that issue, 
but I will have more to say, once you have made your statement.  
 
Mr Rogers: Thank you, Chair, and thank you, members, for being here. I know there 
is significant public interest in the current status of the CEO, and I did want to 
acknowledge that. I also wanted to recognise the committee’s very legitimate role in 
scrutinising CIT, and the public interest in that.  
 
This has been a complex issue for the board. All I can say publicly about her current 
status is that she is absent on leave, paid leave, and that is all I can say at the moment 
publicly about her status.  
 
What I can also say is that the board has stepped up and is adopting a more fulsome 
leadership role at the moment at CIT, as are the other executives who are taking a 
leading role in ensuring that services are delivered and that students are receiving a 
high-quality education. I hope this matter can be resolved very shortly. The board is 
doing everything it can do to resolve this issue. I also want to say that the board has 
been very restrained in its public commentary, deliberately, on this matter, based on 
advice, and that is all I can say publicly at the moment.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you for putting those matters on the public record. Having said 
that, as I indicated at the outset, further questions particularly on Dr McNeill’s 
employment will not be taken in this session. With that, we will go to questions, and I 
will hand over to Mr Parton.  
 
MR PARTON: Thank you, Chair. Mr Rogers, in the context of this hearing, or in the 
context of public discussion, who has made the determination that you cannot discuss 
the matters involving Dr McNeill’s employment? What legal basis is there for that 
determination?  
 
Mr Rogers: Thanks, Mr Parton. The board is acting on legal advice from the 
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Government Solicitor’s Office as to how we are handling this matter, and we are 
following that advice very closely.  
 
MR PARTON: You have alluded in your statement to the fact that there is enormous 
public interest in what is going on in regard to Dr McNeill’s employment at CIT. Would 
you not expect that that public interest would translate into questions being asked in a 
hearing of this nature about her status and about where we are heading, if we are heading 
to an outcome?  
 
Mr Rogers: Absolutely, I expect those questions; in fact, I expect the level of interest 
that is being put there. I am choosing my words very carefully. I would say that the 
board has been very active in trying to resolve this issue. The current board has inherited 
an issue which we are working through as carefully as we can, trying to protect 
everybody’s interests in this issue, including the interests of the ACT, the territory itself. 
We are working with that legal advice very closely to make sure that that is exactly 
what we are doing. I know that creates a real tension between what the public expects 
and what we are able to say. I do hope, at some stage fairly shortly, that we are able to 
make a more fulsome statement about that process.  
 
MR PARTON: Mr Rogers, is Dr McNeill on leave or has she been suspended from her 
position?  
 
Mr Rogers: All I am able to say publicly at the moment is that she is absent on paid 
leave.  
 
MR PARTON: Was the correspondence that you wrote to staff regarding unspecified 
leave an accurate statement?  
 
Mr Rogers: It is the statement that we were able to make at the stage that we made it, 
based on legal advice. So it was an accurate statement.  
 
MR PARTON: It was an accurate statement?  
 
THE CHAIR: We are tinkering now, very close. 
 
MR PARTON: Thank you. 
 
MS CLAY: Mr Rogers, are there governance risks in the arrangements you have just 
described, where the board and other officials are taking on this role?  
 
Mr Rogers: We are very conscious of our responsibilities towards governance at CIT, 
and we are minimising those risks by taking a very active, forward-facing approach to 
governance at CIT. The board stepped up to that, as have all the executives. What I can 
tell you is that, every day, students are being taught, courses are being delivered, and 
high-quality education and good outcomes for the ACT are occurring, as a result of that 
focus. There are always governance risks when there are changes, but we are very 
conscious of that, and we are trying to minimise those risks.  
 
MS CLAY: Are there reputational risks for the CIT?  
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Mr Rogers: There are always reputational risks for—  
 
MS CLAY: Are there particular reputational risks in the current circumstances?  
 
Mr Rogers: There are always reputational risks for CIT when something like this is 
occurring, given the public interest. But I also hope that members of the community 
would like the board to make sure that we are working through this process lawfully, 
carefully and procedurally, with everybody’s interests at heart. That is exactly what we 
are doing. We have been very active.  
 
Just out of interest—if I get this wrong, I will clean up my figures at the end—I think 
there were 11 board meetings of the then CIT board last year. I think we have already 
tipped over 12 this year. We are incredibly active. I am on the phone to the board 
secretary multiple times every day. It is an ongoing process, and we are trying to 
manage those risks as best we can.  
 
MS CLAY: Are you reporting to the minister about this unfolding situation and the 
governance and reputational risks?  
 
Mr Rogers: We are keeping the minister’s office absolutely involved in that process 
and properly briefed.  
 
MS CLAY: What does that look like?  
 
THE CHAIR: Sorry, that is more of a substantive question. Mr Emerson? 
 
MR EMERSON: Thank you, Chair. I have a question about expenses and priorities. I 
asked in the Assembly recently about the 2026 TAFE Directors Australia Convention, 
and the response I received indicated that 39 CIT staff travelled to Brisbane—
presumably flown to Brisbane—for this convention, which was from 5 to 7 May this 
year, and that this travel was supported by the CEO. I have done a rough costing based 
on average flights, average hotel room costs in Brisbane, food allowances under ACTPS 
guidelines and the cost of tickets, which suggests that, for those 39 staff, this would 
have cost taxpayers almost $100,000. Who approved that expenditure?  
 
Mr Rogers: Thanks for the question, Mr Emerson. That expense was approved by the 
CEO. If you do not mind, I might give a fulsome answer on that. I can talk a little more 
about that process. That was a CEO decision. I was briefed on that very shortly before 
it was to occur, after the decision had been made. I made my own decision, on behalf 
of the board, not to become involved at that point; it was too late. The commitments 
were already being made. Also, staff had already made their own travel arrangements.  
 
I am aware that there was a mixture of both administrative and teaching staff that went 
to that. For the teaching staff that went to that event, that also counted towards their 
professional development. I know, as you know, that the teaching staff need to keep up 
their professional development points. I am also informed that that is a once-in-every-
two-year national TAFE commitment, so it is a genuine sharing of knowledge and 
information, which is important. It is also important for our staff to stay across those 
issues.  
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Having said that, that is a big commitment of staffing, at a time when our budget is 
under pressure, and I am very aware of that as well.  
 
MR EMERSON: Would you be able to provide—take it on notice—the total cost of 
that travel and everything related to the trip?  
 
Mr Rogers: Certainly, yes. 
 
MR EMERSON: Thank you. Going back to your point about the professional 
development—and maybe this needs to go on notice as well—would that amount be in 
addition to where employees have an annually allocated PD budget? Would it be part 
of that or separate to that?  
 
Mr Rogers: We might have that information.  
 
Ms Wark: I have read the privilege statement. That would be included in their PD 
allocation.  
 
MR EMERSON: All the travel, all the food, hotel and everything else is all part of that 
allocation. What is the total annual allocation for professional development for CIT 
staff?  
 
Mr Rogers: We might have to take that one on notice.  
 
Ms Wark: I could probably answer that. The PD allocation is one per cent of the 
employee’s base salary on an annual basis.  
 
MR EMERSON: Does that roll over if it is not used?  
 
Ms Wark: For educator staff, as part of the EA, it is rolled over for three years if it is 
not used; then it falls into more of a strategic learning and development fund.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay, and for executive staff?  
 
Ms Wark: There is no allocation within the enterprise agreement, but that becomes part 
of the budget process allocation, which is under the same principles—one per cent.  
 
MR EMERSON: When you said it was just from the PD budget, seven of the 39 who 
went were executive staff, so they would not have had a PD budget.  
 
Ms Wark: There is a budget allocation for training. It is not written into their EAs.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. As part of that question on notice, can you also take on notice 
how much was spent on travel of this kind or any other kind at CIT within the last 
financial year? Thank you.  
 
I think it is interesting to contrast this. There is a bit of a controversy going on, which 
we have touched on briefly—also, having regard to other priorities and issues at CIT. 
Relatively recently, a decision was made not to continue an ATAR-level languages 
program, which has caused quite a lot of concern in our community. It has been the 
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subject of a committee inquiry. That was only costing $124,000 a year. Mr Rogers, do 
you accept that this kind of expenditure on travel might not align with community 
expectations when those sorts of decisions are being made?  
 
Mr Rogers: I am very conscious of the optics of these sorts of things, as I indicated. 
This will sound like I am trying to squirm out of something here, Mr Emerson; I am 
not. It was not a chair or board decision; this was absolutely an executive decision.  
 
I do understand the purpose behind that decision, to be fair. As we have said, it is 
important for our staff, our teaching staff and the executives, to work out what is going 
on nationally and to share information, particularly at a time when VET is changing so 
rapidly. At the same time, I am conscious of the optics of those issues. It was a lot of 
people that were going to that particular event. May I go one stage further, Mr Emerson?  
 
MR EMERSON: Sure. 
 
Mr Rogers: Thinking of the CIT staff and the teaching staff who went to that event, 
they attended that in good faith. It was an executive decision. I do not want the staff 
that attended to feel that they have done something wrong, that the teaching staff have 
done something wrong, or any of our other staff. That was a decision made by the 
executive. I wanted to be clear on that as well.  
 
MR EMERSON: I think that is a fair point, and I agree. Based on CIT’s annual reports 
over the last decade, there has been a reduction in workforce by 68 in terms of teaching 
staff, while 58 additional senior and executive managers have been added, as costs have 
risen by 38 per cent. Teacher numbers have fallen during that period. There has been a 
reduction in enrolments, but teaching and teaching staff, as a share of total CIT 
headcount, has fallen from almost 63 per cent to just over 56 per cent, while 
management staffing numbers have more than doubled. Cost have risen sharply during 
that period—a 38 per cent increase—while, again, student numbers fell significantly. 
Do you have concerns, as the new chair of the board, about priorities at CIT and whether 
training people is actually being prioritised?  
 
Mr Rogers: There are a number of things in that question, and I will work my way 
through those. You will not be surprised, Mr Emerson, that that issue has been raised 
with me by a number of the teaching staff. I have tried to get around to all the campuses 
and meet as many of the teaching staff as I can, and I continue to do that. I have 
acknowledged, in leadership emails I have sent out to all staff, that that is certainly 
something that has been put to me.  
 
I have thought about this a little, and we will look at this in some detail. I accept what 
has been told to me, but I want to examine it, to work out exactly where those numbers 
are. There have been a number of changes during that period, though. If I look at the 
last couple of years, for example, the construction and the move to the Woden campus 
is a huge project, and there are a number of staff required to deliver that great outcome. 
We have the cloud campus project running, which is a huge project for us and for the 
future. Again, these things require staff to put those in place.  
 
I will be looking at that allocation of staffing. I know that, even before I arrived, there 
was some work that had been done on the structure of CIT. I think we had removed one 
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layer of the senior executive. As I think you are aware, we restructured and we deleted 
the two executive director positions that were there. Again, that is a net saving for the 
organisation. There are increased compliance costs across the board, not just for CIT 
but for all public sector agencies at the same time.  
 
Enrolment has fallen. As I think you are aware, that is a national issue as well. Across 
the board, enrolment in the VET sector, in the last calendar year, I think, is down by 
about six per cent nationally, so we are part of that trend. But if I look at the allocation 
of those staff, the vast majority of our staff—70 per cent or something—are out in the 
five colleges. They are actually out there, doing the work and providing that teaching.  
 
I am very keen on making sure that we remain focused on students and providing quality 
education. We will be looking at that in some detail over the coming weeks and months, 
to make sure that executive numbers are not just blowing up and, where we can make 
changes, we absolutely will.  
 
MR EMERSON: There was a Treasurer’s advance issued on 10 June this year of $8.08 
million for CIT. One of the reasons listed was increased employee expenditure. Do you 
have a breakdown of how much of that increased expenditure related to executive-level 
expenditure as opposed to teaching staff?  
 
Mr Rogers: I think we do. I do not know whether we can provide it today; we might 
have to— 
 
Ms Wark: We will take that one on notice. 
 
Mr Rogers: We will take that on notice and provide that to you.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay, thank you. 
 
THE CHAIR: Mr Braddock? 
 
MISS NUTTALL: Continuing on with the low enrolments—and forgive me, Mr 
Emerson may already have said this. Subject enrolment numbers at CIT have continued 
to reduce from 80,187 in 2025, and 10 per cent below the target of 90,000, and then 20 
per cent below the previous year’s target of 100,000, which was also not met in 2025. 
In this context, what are you actively doing to try and increase student enrolment 
numbers? 
 
Mr Rogers: Just to confirm what I said before, before I ask someone else to talk about 
that very issue: VET enrolment across the board is down nationally, and there are a 
whole range of reasons for that. The trends with VET education are impacting the ACT 
at the same time. So, we have caught up with that issue.  
 
I can say that our trends this year are up. We are, I think, 10,000 enrolments up on 
where we were—10 per cent, I should say, than where we were last year. We are at 85 
per cent already, of our annual enrolment and at the same time last year I think we were 
only at about 79 per cent. So, we are up. There are green shoots.  
 
Just to be clear, I am not saying, “We are up 10 per cent, it is all fixed.” This is an issue 
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that we have to be aware of. Part of that is making sure that Canberra citizens understand 
the quality of the education they can receive there. But I will now ask one of our other 
staff to talk about that.  
 
Mr Nichols: Scott Nichols. I am the Student Experience Lead and Academic Registrar, 
and I have read the statement. Just to confirm that our year-to-date enrolments are about 
10 per cent up on the same time last year. Now, that is looking at course enrolments, so 
subject level might be a little bit different, but that is the trend we are seeing in the 
course enrolments. Those positive trends are generally across the board, in terms of 
most of the colleges and departments that we are teaching in. In our trade skills 
department, they are at least holding their own in terms of the enrolments as compared 
to the same time last year. So, there are really good insights and data showing that 
enrolments are moving in the right direction. 
 
Really pleasingly, not only are total enrolments up 10 per cent on the same time, 
commencing enrolments are up 18 per cent on the same time last year. So, it shows that, 
you know, in the cycle of education, that is a really good lead indicator for us for also 
what is coming in future years because those commencing enrolments then will convert 
into returning enrolments.  
 
So, we are doing a lot of work with an exercise that we call profile planning which is, 
again, really working with our college directors and our leading educators, industry 
partners and across the board to make sure that we continue to offer the right products 
in the right way, to the right markets. And, clearly, the positive enrolment data we are 
seeing so far is demonstrating that we are on the right track.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: That is awesome. And what are the things that you think have had 
the biggest impact on those improvements from last year?  
 
Mr Nichols: A couple of things. To the board chair’s comment that we are really 
mindful of what is happening in the sector, so we are really conscious of looking at 
trends and understanding the way in which students are consuming their learning 
journey differently, if you like. Even as recently as yesterday, there was an NCVER 
report put out that said that vocational education across the country is changing a little 
bit; numbers are down, but also the distribution of course enrolments, if I can put it that 
way, is changing. There is an increase in short course, non-accredited, taster type 
products. So, people are very busy with lots of different things going on in their life. So 
instead of committing to a diploma or an advanced diploma, people are looking for bite-
sized learning.  
 
I am really pleased to say that, about 12 months ago, we deliberately looked at our non-
accredited short course process and basically reinvented it. And we have, in the last 12 
months, more than 500 new students doing short courses. Some examples are coffee 
basics, intro to welding, flowers for fun, these sort of things that give people a chance 
to do a course for a couple of hours or a couple of days, to see if that is something that 
they are interested in. And then we can work with them to say, “You have now done 
that first part of it. What does that look like in terms of converting to the Cert III or the 
Cert IV?”  
 
So, it is broadly keeping up with the trends that we are seeing in our own environment, 
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and also what is happening nationally, and working through that profile planning piece 
to make sure that the products that we are offering are fit for purpose, going forward.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Thank you. Now, you said that enrolments are 10 per cent up from 
where they were last year. Does that bring them to this year’s targets? 
 
Mr Nichols: The target for this year is set very similarly to where we actually ended up 
last year, if that makes sense. So, the 10 per cent is a real 10 per cent. So we are, at the 
moment, looking like we are going to be—if that trend continues, let me put that caveat 
to it—it looks like we will be approximately 10 per cent up by the end of the year, on 
our enrolments.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Okay, that is encouraging to hear. Thank you. Going back to the 
negative impacts on enrolment, and I know you have talked about what is happening 
nationally: what do you think are the big factors nationally that have made that impact? 
 
Mr Nichols: I think—and a lot of this will be self-evident—it is things like cost-of-
living challenges and people needing to make decisions around where they put their 
valuable time. Is that more hours in the workplace? And we also know this has been a 
trend in education that has happened for a little while, that people are generally busy 
doing lots of things. They have either got employment responsibilities, carer 
responsibilities, other responsibilities, so it is fitting things in together in their lifestyle. 
I would say the traditional notion of spending some dedicated time to education is 
something that is not fit for purpose, generally, these days. And so we have to think 
about, “What does that blended delivery look like?”  
 
A lot of our courses are also reflective of that, so we are moving away from just being 
an on-campus, on-premise delivery. There are more of our courses that have online 
elements to them, self-paced elements to them, and a blended way of learning because, 
frankly, that is what people are needing and asking for, and we have got to adapt to that.  
 
Mr Rogers: And just on that, while we are there, the new Woden campus really lends 
itself to that. Can you talk for a moment about that? 
 
Mr Nichols: Yes, sure. We are, pleasingly, celebrating the first year at Woden and that 
has been a fantastic uplift for us. The facilities are world-class and anybody who comes 
and sees it says that very quickly. Craig might jump in in a second, but the way that we 
have used technology in Woden in particular does allow for that really blended 
experience. And it is not a jarring blended experience; it is not a kind of an add-on or a 
kind of uncomfortable blended experience. It is using appropriate technologies and 
really trying to make sure that that is as blended an experience as possible.  
 
Mr Neiberding: So, that is bridging the gap to actually enable that. Sorry, I am Craig 
Neiberding. I am the Chief Information Officer at CIT. I have read and acknowledge 
the privilege statement. When you said, “What is actually driving some of those 
changes?”, and this is the anecdotal piece, and having the right facilities to deliver in 
the way that our citizens want. So, the technology at Woden actually is able to remove 
the barriers of the classroom, and also the way we deliver the content, or the product, 
and the classes. 
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In every classroom—we have got 95 spaces activated at Woden which have the ability 
to have live native language translation. So, not only are we removing the barriers of 
the physical classroom, but the teachers are able to teach with students in a remote 
location and get a very similar experience to when they are in the classroom. But we 
have also removed some accessibility barriers, as well, such as students can turn on 
closed captions if they are hard of hearing or they learn differently. A lot of those new 
infrastructure and facilities have also driven students to CIT where they are, especially 
at Woden, seeing of the state-of-the-art, leading practice.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Thank you. Now, I would be remiss not to ask this: I just want to 
check, in the past few years when you have seen declining enrolments, has the board 
given any consideration to the likelihood of reputational damage that contributed to a 
trend in declining enrolments over the last couple of years, as a result of the corruption 
news and negative attitude towards the new CEO? 
 
Mr Rogers: I will start off with that. The board does consider those things and, 
obviously, we are doing as much as we can do to mitigate that and also to provide a 
positive learning experience—because the students are also your best marketers, as 
well. If they are comfortable with the product that they are receiving, if it is a quality 
product, they go out and talk to others. We are very conscious of that. We do rejoice in 
a slightly higher graduation rate, I think, from memory, than the national average. 
I think we are at about over 80 per cent. It might be 88 per cent.  
 
Mr Nichols: It is a little bit less than that. So that is the employment rate.  
 
Mr Rogers: The employment rate, I should say, not graduation. That is higher than the 
national average. So that assists with that process as well. We are conscious of it. We 
are doing as much as we can but, I mean, to be honest, there is a bit of that that is out 
of our control as well, as this plays out publicly. But we are doing our best to work 
through that.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: I would like to ask a couple of questions about the 
Tuggeranong campus. On 15 June, Minister Pettersson responded to a question on 
notice from Ms Carrick. It was question on notice 1247 about enrolment numbers at 
each CIT campus. In that response, there was not any data for Tuggeranong or 
Gungahlin, in the enrolment numbers. Do you have that information with you? 
 
Mr Rogers: I think we possibly do.  
 
Mr Abelle: My name is Richard Abelle. I am the Education Design and Delivery Lead. 
I have read the statement, and I acknowledge the statement. Mr Werner-Gibbings, we 
have approximately 260 students weekly, going through the campus. Tuggeranong is a 
campus where it is a flexible learning environment for our students. So, the primary 
program that we are delivering at Tuggeranong is English language. We have other 
programs like accounting and information technology. But the campus is set as a 
flexible learning environment. Therefore, all students at CIT can go and study in a 
flexible and supportive environment with our staff.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Could you just expand? What are the courses offered?  
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Mr Abelle: At Tuggeranong we have accounting, English language, and information 
technology. Actually, sorry, just a rectification. We have information technology only, 
at Tuggeranong. My mistake.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Beg your pardon, right. So, IT is a course, or a range of 
IT courses? 
 
Mr Abelle: I think it is a range— 
 
Mr Nichols: Yes, so there is a main IT course at Tuggeranong. But the other thing I 
think is important to point out for Tuggeranong—and it stems for Gungahlin as well—
is we treat them as broad-brush study centres. So, there are enrolment numbers, and 
there are also people who might be in the Tuggeranong region who are CIT students 
who just need a space to study. So, they are not really numbers in our books, but they 
are heavy users of the campus as well. 
 
We are doing a piece of work, which we are actually currently working through, on 
actually figuring out what that looks like for people being transient in and out of the 
campus as well, who are not there for a class but are there to use a desktop computer 
and be able to study and have that space, as well. Because that is an important part of 
what Tuggeranong and Gungahlin, in particular, are there for as well, which is, it is a 
space for people to have a dedicated study space where they might not have the 
infrastructure in their own home or in their own environment, to be able to come and 
study as they need to.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Okay. Fair enough. I do not think it is unfair to say that 
Tuggeranong is struggling a little bit to find its way in the CIT world; where it fits. I 
think Gungahlin as well. But it is the electorate’s only higher education provider, for 
offering people opportunities or, certainly, an understanding of what might be possible.  
 
Mr Rogers: And just to reassure you with that—  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: It is symbolically very important.  
 
Mr Rogers: It is critical. And we have signed a new lease at Tuggeranong.  
 
Mr Jones: David Jones, Branch Manager, Facilities and Campus Renewal. I have read 
and understand the privilege statement. Yes, we have recently completed negotiations 
with the building owners at Tuggeranong, and have made an extension to the lease 
down at Tuggeranong which maintains our strategic plan position of having campus 
representation across five areas, across the territory.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: How long is the extension for?  
 
Mr Jones: That extension is through to the end of 2028.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Okay. And then negotiations will start again?  
 
Mr Jones: And then there would be another procurement process.  
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MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Is there a plan for revitalising or expanding the course 
offerings, or how education is going to be provided in Tuggeranong and to whom? And, 
perhaps in a similar way but more thematically, what is the vision for the long-term 
presence in Tuggeranong? Where will Tuggeranong fit once the new CIT in Woden has 
shaken out? 
 
Mr Rogers: First of all, to back up what Mr Jones said, we are committed to the five 
campuses across Canberra, and Tuggeranong is an important part of that. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: That is excellent news.  
 
Mr Rogers: In terms of refreshing—well, not refreshing the offering, but making sure 
it is more integrated—which I think your question is, I might just— 
 
Mr Nichols: Yes, so to again reiterate, it is a critical part of our vision and picture and 
strategic plan. The challenge, as I think you have articulated, is where does it sit with 
everything else?  
 
So, we are literally in that journey at the moment. As we are bedding down Woden, 
what can we use Tuggeranong, as a point of difference, for? Are there particular 
capabilities that we have? We know that, physically, what Tuggeranong has been as a 
campus, some of those physical capabilities are now replicated in Woden. So, we need 
to work through: what is the point of difference? How do we actually leverage? What 
does the Tuggeranong community need?  
 
We are working really closely with Lake Tuggeranong College in terms of, “What does 
that look like to partner locally with education journeys for school leavers and non-
school leavers?”—those sorts of things. 
 
And it is the same conversation at Gungahlin. In Gungahlin, we know that there are a 
lot of migrant and refugee communities. That is where we do a lot of our English-as-
an-additional-language training, and we build up in that space as well.  
 
But it is part of the strategic plan of: how does this come together as a broader 
complementary offering across CIT, where we are not duplicating offerings that might 
be 10 minutes down the road from each other, but we are benefiting from the differences 
in the communities and the campuses?  
 
Mr Rogers: But to give you that degree of assurance: the board made that decision for 
the five campuses across Canberra; we committed to that and we will make sure it is 
not just something that is there and not used. That is the commitment.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: I am going to put words in your mouth, and you can then 
change them. But you have committed internally, and externally, to ensuring that CIT 
has a presence, and will have a presence, in Tuggeranong for the foreseeable future—
at perhaps Gungahlin as well. That is utile and accessible and important. 
 
Mr Rogers: Correct. I give that commitment, absolutely.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Thank you very much.  
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MR BRADDOCK: Whilst we are being parochial, going to Gungahlin—  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: Parochial? 
 
MR BRADDOCK: The footprint there has remained the same despite rapid population 
growth over the past decade or more. What is the plan, in terms of being able to match 
the expanding demand in the Gungahlin area? 
 
Mr Rogers: I think that picks up on what Mr Nichols just said, and that is why we are 
looking at that very issue, to make sure that we can continue to provide services there 
that match the growth, and also match the need. And so, it is not just a site, but it is a 
site that is used and actually has a purpose within the broader CIT. We are looking at 
that at the moment.  
 
Mr Nichols: The only thing I would say, frankly, is that the challenge at Gungahlin is 
capacity. We do have a fairly small footprint there and we are heavily utilising that. We 
are creatively working the timetable to allow for the maximisation of that space. But as 
that community grows and the needs increase, we do have a kind of challenge about, 
“How do we grow what we can do there with a limited physical capacity, as it is 
currently stated?” 
 
Mr Rogers: I am told by others, when we discussed this earlier in the week, that it is 
“well-used”, is the way it was discussed with me. 
 
MR BRADDOCK: Is there a timeframe as to when you release your plans for the 
future of the Gungahlin site? 
 
Mr Rogers: No timeframe. But, you know, I hate to say, “We are on it,” but we are on 
it, and we are working as quickly as we can on that process.  
 
MR BRADDOCK: Thank you.  
 
THE CHAIR: I guess the next question then is Belconnen. Can I ask what your plan 
is for the Belconnen centre?  
 
Mr Nichols: I think it is really important to make clear that the Bruce campus is a very 
important part of our capability as well. The numbers show that the majority of our 
students actually study at the Bruce campus.  
 
THE CHAIR: It is the bigger one.  
 
Mr Nichols: Yes. So, one of the things that we have been really conscious about since 
opening Woden is that CIT is not just Woden. We do need to make sure that we do, 
internally and externally, celebrate that there are five campuses and there is online and 
blended delivery.  
 
Our international students, for example, are primarily focused at the Bruce campus 
because of the disciplines that we offer there in nursing, early childhood education and 
those sorts of things. I will hand over to Mr Jones in a minute, in terms of the plans for 
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the physical part of it. 
 
The other bit I will just say in advance, though, is the Bruce precinct is a really important 
partnership for us with the University of Canberra, for example. How do we work with 
them in the same physical facilities area, if you like, in terms of being able to provide 
complementary services and complementary student experiences between the two 
organisations—physically, in that Belconnen/Bruce community—that are not at odds 
with each other or are not as disconnected as they might have been historically? 
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you. Just before we go to physical plans, can you tell me what 
some of the challenges are, having those two services—UC and CIT—co-located in the 
same area?  
 
Mr Nichols: I think the challenges are not insurmountable, if I could start with that. 
But they are through a more proactive—and we literally have done this in the last 12 
months—a more proactive partnership with the University of Canberra. So, we have 
had an agreement with the University of Canberra for a long while but now we have 
got a formal agreement where we have agreed to work collectively together. If I can 
give you a quick example of that, we now have eight CIT diplomas that have guaranteed 
entry at the University of Canberra into the equivalent bachelor’s degrees.  
 
There have always been hundreds of CIT students who have used their CIT 
qualifications to go to UC, but they have had to go through a separate application and 
enrolment process. They have had to go through a separate, “I have done the diploma 
in IT. Can I please have credit for the Bachelor of IT?” For these eight diplomas, we 
have now guaranteed that. So, if you have done the diploma at CIT, UC are recognising 
that and you go straight into the second year of the matched degree.  
 
I can give you some quick stats. We launched the partnership in November last year. In 
semester one this year, there were already 112 CIT students who used their credentials 
of some description to enter a University of Canberra qualification.  
 
Now, again, I just say that has happened forever in a day, but we are formalising it now. 
We are making it easier, selfishly, from a student experience perspective, to say, “You 
do not need to jump through hoops that you do not need to jump through. The 
institutions acknowledge and accept the qualification you have done at CIT as being 
equivalent to the first year of the degree at University of Canberra, so you just start the 
program from the second year at the University of Canberra.”  
 
Mr Rogers: I might go further on that, as well. I think it is a great example of where 
the entire sector is heading. This parity of qualifications between VET and higher ed is 
very important, particularly, just to deal with some of the issues before, about 
perception and about reputation. So that is an incredibly important part of what we do. 
And Mr Shorten has been a very active part of UC. I think he phoned me in the first 
week of my appointment. I have not managed to meet him yet, but we will, so that is a 
critical part of what we are doing.  
 
And just one other thing, before we do the rounds of all the campuses and we miss one 
in particular, I want to talk about Fyshwick for a moment.  
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THE CHAIR: I just have a few questions on the Bruce one, if that is all right.  
 
Mr Rogers: No problems. But I will just talk about maintenance of all those facilities 
and in the long term what that is going to mean for us. I will come back to that in a 
moment.  
 
MR EMERSON: Fyshwick is me. I am the rep. It is my electorate. We are all having 
our turn. 
 
THE CHAIR: A really, really quick question is whether we have got that eight list. Is 
that listed anywhere?  
 
Mr Rogers: We can provide that to you, yes. 
 
THE CHAIR: That would be excellent, thank you. Now I guess the question I really 
have, is if there are any plans to reduce the footprint?  
 
Mr Jones: There are no plans to reduce the footprint, and we have recently undertaken 
expansion and infrastructure upgrades at the Bruce campus. For example, in the 
carpentry and finishing trades area, we are right in the middle of an expansion in their 
floor space and capacity to deliver their programs.  
 
We are just finishing off the final piece of our relocation from Reid with a screen-
printing learning area, which is being developed and implemented at the Reid campus. 
That will be ready to open for semester two.  
 
We are setting that campus up for the future, undertaking non-potable water 
improvements so that we decrease our usage of potable water on that campus, as well. 
So, there are investments happening out there to support its continued and future use.  
 
THE CHAIR: Thank you. Over to you, Mr Rogers.  
 
Mr Rogers: Well, I might be pre-empting a question, but I wanted to talk briefly about 
the five campuses that we have got, the hubs. We have obviously got a lot of focus on 
the Woden campus externally, because it is brand new and it is fantastic and big and 
bright and shiny. But we have got these other really important campuses and I know 
that staff who are at those campuses talk to me occasionally, and I had a long session 
out at Fyshwick and some of the staff out there have told me that, “Look, it is great that 
we have got Woden and it is great that that is new, but we have got this thing here that 
needs maintenance.”  
 
And I know we are working with government closely on this, but in coming years there 
will be a significant investment required to keep those other campuses up to speed. I 
look at Fyshwick; we have got ongoing issues with roof leakages, and effectively we 
are patching those rather than replacing the whole thing at this stage, because it is a big 
process.  
 
I guess I am just pointing out that there is an expense. We have got Woden, it is 
fantastic. We have got a plan for how we are maintaining those. We are working 
actively with staff, and I will get Mr Jones to talk about that. But, given the number of 
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times it has been raised with me, I did not want to lose this opportunity to say it—so 
that staff do not think that we are ignoring that process, either.  
 
Mr Jones: I just might add to what Mr Rogers has said. We have a strategic asset 
management plan for all of our facilities. Fyshwick is an important facility. Also, at 
Fyshwick, I mentioned some of the things we are doing that we have done at Bruce: we 
are doing amenities upgrades; we have electrified that campus, setting that campus up 
for its future as well; undertaken a number of improvements that improve the teaching 
and learning areas, as well.  
 
But, as I mentioned, it is one of our older campuses. One of the important pieces of 
work that we are doing alongside that strategic asset management plan is, in recent 
years, we undertook site constraints. So, what can we do on that site? What are the 
services and how do they cross that site? Where does it let us build and what does it let 
us do in the future?  
 
That was important in the piece of work that we are currently doing now: the EV Centre 
of Excellence. We have Australian-ACT government funding to support the 
construction of an EV Centre of Excellence and we are currently working with 
consultants on a location within that Fyshwick campus, which is enabled by our 
understanding of what is in the campus, with that site constraints work we did.  
 
And then we will also inform a future master plan for that campus, consistent with what 
the government’s desires are around Fyshwick being that future energy skills hub for 
the delivery of CIT programs. So, we have done a lot of work in understanding what 
condition, what our assets are, what we can deliver there in the future. And we are 
starting to deliver some of those things with the EV Centre of Excellence, for example, 
along with other programs and other asset upgrades—as I mentioned, amenities, other 
teaching area upgrades—right now.  
 
Mr Rogers also mentioned the roof, for example. You know, without finalising that 
master plan around where we build and what we do next, that patching of the roof is an 
appropriate thing to do to stop those leaks, as we then talk with government about what 
a future investment might be on that campus, for future construction.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Just quickly on governance reform, given the previous case with 
Leanne Cover and ongoing issues with Dr McNeill, who is not in attendance today: has 
the board had any discussions about governance reform of CIT that we have not touched 
on earlier?  
 
Mr Rogers: As I think I mentioned before, Miss Nuttall, the board is continuing to 
examine this issue in some detail. And I think, as a result of the Assembly’s report into 
this matter, I think the government has announced that we will be undertaking a 
governance review into CIT. I am not sure whether there is an end date yet put on that. 
I can check for you, but that would be an announcement from government. But yes, we 
are looking at that issue and we are very keen to make sure that is resolved quickly.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: And just on that, do you think there will be a plausible case for 
increasing ministerial oversight of CIT again, given the level of public interest in CIT? 
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Mr Rogers: I know you will not mind me saying this, but that would be a matter for 
the minister to make that determination. But certainly, I know, thinking back here, the 
government announcement about that was a fulsome governance review, so I am sure 
that would be one of the issues they will examine.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Is it one that you have examined amongst the board?  
 
Mr Rogers: The board continues to discuss a range of issues, but we have not yet 
formed a view on that. It would be inappropriate to do so, too, before the government 
starts its governance review.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: In line with that, how are you working to ensure that there will be 
no further incidences of corruption at CIT?  
 
Mr Rogers: We are very conscious of the outcomes of the previous issue, and the report 
that was issued—Operation Luna. We are very conscious of the report written about 
Operation Luna. We have incorporated those findings and recommendations into the 
way we do business. We are very, very conscious of that moving forward, and the board 
maintains a focus on it.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Thank you very much.  
 
MR MILLIGAN: Just looking at the profile planning, as it is outlined in the annual 
budget statements, and I just want to read a short little passage from it. 
 

By adopting this targeted planning process, CIT will be able to better respond to 
evolving the skills needs and deliver greater value to its students and stakeholders. 
Consequently, programs that do not directly support these strategic directions may 
be deprioritised...  

 
My question is, what programs were deprioritised during 2025-2026? And what is the 
plan for 2026-2027?  
 
Mr Rogers: Thanks, Mr Milligan, for the question. The profile planning is important 
for us. It is important to make sure that the offerings that we have got are fit for the 
future, and that we are providing services that students want and need, and that industry 
wants as well. And I know that that process has been ongoing. I might ask one of my 
excellent colleagues here to talk about that.  
 
Mr Nichols: Thank you for the question. Profile planning is a critical part of the long-
term planning for the organisation and making sure we are providing the right products 
in the right way, to the right audiences. To answer your question, the process is ongoing 
and we are in that stage literally now, as we are speaking. I want to make it really clear 
that deprioritisation, though, does not mean that we stop offering something. It might 
mean that we actually think about the way in which we are offering things.  
 
As an example, in our trade skills college last year it was determined that there were 
two parallel qualifications that had overlap, and the economies of scale were not being 
treated correctly. So, there were two parallel things where a different approach meant 
that we could have used the same units across multiple courses to get the same outcomes 
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for students, as opposed to duplicating the offer. So, it is about being smarter as much 
as it is about stopping things or starting things.  
 
But to answer your actual question, we are literally in the last stages of the process for 
the profile plan for next year, to highlight what that means in terms of prioritisation and 
deprioritisation of projects that progress next year.  
 
MR MILLIGAN: What I am more interested in is probably getting a detailed list from 
the board, in terms of what changes were made to what programs, what courses?  
 
Mr Rogers: We can provide that, Mr Milligan. We will take that on notice and provide 
that for you.  
 
MR MILLIGAN: And, as part of this, were there any savings that were being made? 
 
Mr Rogers: I cannot comment on that today. I will have a look at that.  
 
MR MILLIGAN: If you could take it on notice, maybe, and have a look at if there 
were any savings benefit from any of the courses that were deprioritised? Going 
forward, that would be good.  
 
Mr Rogers: We will take that on notice and have a look, no problems.  
 
MR MILLIGAN: Okay, excellent.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Noting that we have received significant constituent concern about 
things like the removal of the ATAR languages program and CIT’s remedial massage 
course—and, often, it does not appear at the time that a clear reason is provided to the 
CIT community and industry stakeholders, are there particular delivery planning and 
financial requirements which inform your course offerings?  
 
Mr Rogers: We look at a whole range of things. It is not just cost, just to be very clear. 
There are a range of things, including usage. And let me, dangerously, put my toe in 
the water with a bit of history here—and I was not there and if I am wrong, I will 
absolutely come back and clean it up—the massage course is possibly an example of 
that, where, at the point the decision was made last year, from memory, it was a numbers 
issue. It was usage, costs and a range of things that went together. I think we have also 
said that there was a minimum viable number of students, from memory.  
 
I can confirm that we are running that program. I think we have got, the last time I saw, 
25 enrolment numbers. So, that course is running. And I know there is a lot of 
community interest in that. It has become the focus of a lot of commentary, but we are, 
absolutely, running that program. When I did the tour I did out at the campus, it is one 
of the areas I asked to have a look because there has been so much interest in it. We are 
running it.  
 
But we have got to look at a whole range of things with programs. I mean, moving 
forward, we will make other decisions. And I have to be blunt here: those decisions 
sometimes will not be popular, and they will be based on need and cost and a range of 
other issues, and they will excite public commentary. And we will do our very best to 
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work with affected stakeholders before, and during and after. I honestly do not know 
what amount of messaging occurred before this decision was made. I am not saying that 
as a cop-out, but I would hope that we would continue to make some of those decisions, 
buttressed by an incredible amount of stakeholder consultation so there are no surprises 
in that process.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: It probably goes to my follow-up, which is that, when it comes to 
deprioritising courses, is there any obligation for the board to provide that CIT 
community—including your existing and potential students, and teachers and industry 
stakeholders—reasoning on why financial decisions to cut courses were made?  
 
Mr Rogers: First of all, just to be clear, it is not always financial decisions, just to put 
that on the table. And to pick up on what Mr Nichols said before, it is not often a cut. It 
may just be a different delivery model or something like that.  
 
But, yes, we are conscious, the board is conscious and I think the organisation is 
conscious, that we are a community asset. There is a huge level of interest in CIT, as 
there should be, amongst the community. And so, what it does mean is we need to 
consult very widely to make sure people understand why we are making those decisions 
and what the implications are.  
 
Mr Abelle: Also, if I may, student outcomes is a key—and the workforce relevance— 
so we are addressing those across the community and we want to ensure that all the 
programs are relevant for ACT and this region.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Thank you.  
 
MR EMERSON: On the massage program, you mentioned prioritising based on need. 
That program was not offered for a period of time, despite being on the ACT skills 
needs list. I would like to understand how and if that needs list influences what 
programs are run at CIT, and costing decisions. It is great that it has been reinstated, 
but it is now more than twice what it used to cost, which, of course, is likely potentially 
to reduce enrolments and show that there is less interest than might otherwise be there.  
 
Mr Rogers: With the priorities and the cost, I will ask Mr Nichols to start off on that 
process. 
 
Mr Nichols: The other part to acknowledge with the remedial massage bit is that the 
main part of the early challenge was a significant change to the training package. The 
qualification changed significantly, which caused us to review and then pause it for 12 
or 18 months, while we reflected on what the training package change meant, and how 
we could adjust and improve the program, The new program that we have now 
delivered includes a lot more online and agile component as well.  
 
The pricing piece was part of that evaluation. We worked closely with industry 
stakeholders and others to do competitive modelling around CIT’s remedial massage 
program relevant to other offerings locally and nationally. It also came back to the fact 
that it is an expensive program to run; how do we make sure that we model what that 
looks like and try to subsidise, as best we can, while being real about the ongoing costs 
of it?  
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We do know that that has been a significant change in the relaunch of the program, but 
it does come back to the principle of making sure that we understand what the delivery 
costs are for that course, and that we are being up-front about how it runs and about 
what that product looks like on a national competitive scale as well.  
 
Mr Rogers: The positive from that, too, is that I am aware of just how highly rated that 
program is by industry, and I know that our staff do a great job with that as well. It is 
fantastic for the reputation of CIT.  
 
MR EMERSON: Could you provide, on notice, the cost of delivering that program, 
and give a breakdown of where those costs come from and what the starting position is 
for that? 
 
Mr Rogers: Absolutely. I cannot do it today, but we will take it on notice.  
 
MR EMERSON: Take it on notice; thank you.  
 
THE CHAIR: Ms Carrick?  
 
MS CARRICK: I have some questions about the Woden campus. It is fantastic. It is a 
great new building, and I am glad that it is seen as fantastic, bright, shiny and new. 
There was a lot of media around the whole thing, in its development. There were to be 
6½ thousand students. My QON 1247, which Mr Werner-Gibbings referred to, said that 
there were about 2½ thousand, so it is less than half of what was forecast. I appreciate 
that student numbers are down for the CIT, but that is less than half of what was 
forecast. What is going on there?  
 
Mr Nichols: Thank you for the question; it is a good question to challenge us with. The 
issue that we also need to bear in mind is that we are still growing at Woden, and setting 
our feet. We also need to reflect on the move from Reid to Woden. We have lifted a 
community from a central CBD campus to a Woden campus and so— 
 
MS CARRICK: CBD south.  
 
Mr Nichols: CBD south, yes. I think that the reflection from CIT is 6½ thousand is the 
aspirational capacity of it, and we need to spend a few years re-imagining and 
regrowing. To put a positive spin on it—and I know you have been to the Woden 
campus several times—the great thing is that, as soon as you get people in the door, the 
question is, “How do I study, where do I study?” I think we need to give ourselves a bit 
more time. The 2½ thousand is a really good start, as we have changed our operations.  
 
I think the delay in the opening of the bus interchange, out in front of the campus, also 
caused us some consternation, in terms of, “How do I get into the place? Where is the 
main door?” We are working through all those things, but I think the growth trajectory 
is there. It is just going to take a couple of years to realise, as we mature.  
 
MS CARRICK: Is there extra capacity there at the moment?  
 
Mr Nichols: Yes.  
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MS CARRICK: Are there opportunities to bring other courses in? Half of the courses 
and students are in one site. Is there an opportunity to move some courses or, indeed, 
work with UC—there is no university presence at all on the south—to bring some of 
their courses south?  
 
Mr Rogers: We are always looking at usage and how we can make sure we maximise 
the use of our facilities, as part of our master plan, as well as with what the board is 
looking at in terms of the future. I do not know whether anyone else wants to talk about 
what we are doing with that. We are always looking at those opportunities. I have not 
specifically discussed with UC their use. I am not sure whether anyone else has done 
that formally about Woden. 
 
Mr Nichols: By way of a re-emphasis of my previous answer, I think we are still in the 
early stages of this. We are still finding our way. But as we are realising what the 
utilisation is, and what the journey is, we are open to those conversations.  
 
Part of the Woden fabric is to have industry collaborative spaces in there. With 
organisations like Cisco and others, we are thinking about how we collaborate not only 
with the UC and other education providers but with industry to have them embedded 
into the campus. We need to bed down and then grow that kind of thinking. The 
capability and the capacity are there; we just need to sequence this. That is probably the 
way I would respond.  
 
MS CARRICK: With respect to parking, I went to Tuggeranong CIT one time and 
they said that the beauty is the parking they have there. Parking was such a big issue. 
How is it going with no student parking? That building next door, south of you, the 
Neptune Street car park, will be redeveloped in the Scentre Group proposal. What are 
the plans for parking?  
 
Mr Jones: Certainly, staff and students are able to access parking through the Westfield 
car parks. We have entered into an arrangement with Westfield, which gives both staff 
and students discounted parking. We have had good feedback on that approach. One of 
the beauties of the campus is that it is centrally located, and adjacent to the new transport 
interchange, where we have buses dropping students off right at our doorstep.  
 
The other fantastic thing about our campus is the end-of-trip facilities that we have, that 
encourage both staff and students to cycle or use other active ways to access CIT Woden 
campus. We are finding that there is significant campus accessibility now. There is 
significant accessibility to parking adjacent to the campus now, and other car parking 
around the Woden area that students are able to access. I have not had any feedback, in 
a facility sense, about students or staff being unable to access parking.  
 
MS CARRICK: One of the things, in the lead-up to the whole of the new flash Woden 
one, was what it would do for Woden—that it would regenerate it, it would reinvigorate 
it and it would bring vibrancy. How are we going with that? I notice that the cafe is 
only open for around eight hours a week. That was supposed to help with the 
invigoration. How are we going with bringing life to the community and what events 
has the CIT hosted to bring life to the broader community?  
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Mr Nichols: In terms of activation of the café, the restaurant and those sorts of things, 
we need to come back to it being an education delivery restaurant experience, so it is 
around the timetables of students who are learning in that environment and how that is 
offered, and it is complementary to what happens around the rest of the precinct.  
 
We have had a large range of activities in and around the campus where we have 
celebrated national events. We will be hosting the launch of the National Skills Week 
at Woden in the coming weeks, which is a national agenda. It is not a CIT agenda, and 
it is not an ACT agenda. We are welcoming those sorts of events. We have had lots of 
use of the multipurpose space and the broader spaces in Woden. We can take on notice 
and come back with a list of events that we have run.  
 
MS CARRICK: That would be good; take that on notice.  
 
Mr Jones: We have also worked with Events ACT, and we have been talking to ACT 
government partners around making sure that we have our governance and 
documentation right, so that we can work with community partners for events out in the 
CIT boulevard, for example. We have done pieces of work to understand the weight 
loads of different parts, where we can have trucks parked. Events ACT has come out 
and looked at the site and at what opportunities there might be for future government 
events at that site.  
 
The Woden Valley Community Council recently reached out to us and said they would 
like us to host their end-of-year Christmas function. I am meeting with them the week 
after next to work out how we can make that happen. We have certainly been looking 
at how we can do that, and now we are starting to work with some community partners 
about running events there.  
 
MS CARRICK: Excellent. What about bands and after-hours access to get people in 
there? There is no visible space like that in the core of Woden, where you are. We want 
to have fun.  
 
Mr Rogers: As Mr Nichols said earlier, it is still early, and we are still working through 
that process to make sure that we understand the dimensions of the site and how we can 
use it best. 
 
Mr Jones: Certainly, we have used the space for end-of-year events—design events, 
where students get to showcase the materials and the things that they have completed 
throughout their learning journey. Our music area has run events within that 
multipurpose space, in the evening. One of the things about our campus is that we are 
part of a precinct. The building that is adjacent to us, for example, has coffee shops and 
restaurants that have opened since we have commenced our activities there. I think we 
are also supporting those businesses and that area with our presence in that precinct.  
 
MS CARRICK: There is a Woden working group that CIT is on. I am not sure whether 
you know about it. It only meets every six months.  
 
Mr Jones: Yes, I am on that.  
 
MS CARRICK: Okay. It has on the agenda for the next meeting that it will be talking 
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about activating the public spaces adjacent to the CIT; there will be a discussion of that. 
Are you planning some great content to give to the working group? It is also about 
creating a destination, activating the public spaces and supporting the night-time 
economy. You have the whole CIT plaza there that they want to put a road through and 
park cars in the middle of. Are we able to liaise about some good ideas for that? 
 
Mr Jones: We are, as I mentioned, very happy to receive the Woden Valley Community 
Council request around what they want to do in that space. We want to look at those 
spaces as well. With activation of space, as Mr Rogers referred to earlier, our core 
business is around teaching and learning for the community. We are focused on that, 
over moving into that precinct.  
 
At the same time, we have been doing work around what we might be able to do at the 
campus, and how we can work with others to do those things. We are making sure that 
we get our documentation right, that others who want to work with us understand how 
they can run events safely and what they might be able to do. Yes, we have been 
working closely with government partners, and we are happy that we are having 
community members reach out and ask us about events that they can do as well, so that 
we can commence some of those activation events in that area. It is a lovely precinct.  
 
MR MILLIGAN: The institute’s operating statement shows that revenue from sales of 
goods and services was down $7 million from the last budget. What portion of this was 
from lower-than-expected enrolments?  
 
Ms Wark: I would say basically a good portion of that is to do with own-source 
revenue, as we call it, from student enrolments or other government subsidies.  
 
MR MILLIGAN: Is there any way of getting any more accurate detail?  
 
Ms Wark: We could, definitely. I will take that one on notice. Is there a specific— 
 
MR MILLIGAN: I am interested to know how much enrolments have really affected 
the operating budget.  
 
Mr Rogers: We will take that on notice, Mr Milligan.  
 
Ms Wark: Largely, the reason for that drop is our own-source revenue. Obviously, 
government funding is something that is locked. It is a contribution from the enrolment 
drops that have— 
 
THE CHAIR: Mr Milligan, are you asking for a percentage of the— 
 
MR MILLIGAN: A percentage or however you might be able to calculate that.  
 
Ms Wark: Yes.  
 
MR MILLIGAN: Whatever that measure might be; that would be very useful. I 
understand that $35 million is expected, going forward, from goods and services; is that 
correct?  
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Ms Wark: Correct, yes.  
 
MR MILLIGAN: Are you confident that you will be able to achieve that target? 
 
Ms Wark: I think we are tracking slightly behind that target at the moment.  
 
MR MILLIGAN: Are you working on the electric vehicle services? There is a strategy 
to increase revenue from that. Have these been contributed to or budgeted for, going 
forward? Is that service currently operating? Is it in play?  
 
Ms Wark: Are you referring to the centre of excellence?  
 
MR MILLIGAN: Yes, and the sale of electric vehicle services, in the centre of 
excellence.  
 
Ms Wark: The centre of excellence is a government-funded initiative, so that will 
contribute to our revenue. 
 
MR MILLIGAN: How is that being taken up? What has been the uptake of that? 
 
Ms Wark: In terms of the government funding, obviously, that is something that is 
locked in within the budget initiative. With respect to other forms of revenue, that is 
not the intent of that. Really, it is about uplifting the training nationally for electric 
vehicles. That is largely what that program is about. 
 
Mr Nichols: We have had more than 400 people come through the electric vehicle 
centre of excellence to do dedicated training. The point is that it is a national centre of 
excellence, so that is not just the ACT region; that is people coming from interstate and 
beyond, from many of the large electric vehicle companies, to make sure that their 
people are trained in what contemporary electric vehicle and future requirements are, 
going forward. It is a great thing for CIT to have these national centres of excellence, 
because it does give us a focus internally and within the ACT economy. It also shines 
a light, in the national economy, on what we are doing in the ACT. 
 
Ms Wark: That is funded through the National Skills Agreement, so it is not necessarily 
bringing in own-source revenue; it is funding through the commonwealth government. 
 
MR MILLIGAN: Is it operating at full capacity? Is there potential growth, and is CIT 
taking part in promoting it and getting more people involved? 
 
Mr Rogers: There is absolutely space for growth with that, and that is something we 
would hope to do as well, and hope to achieve, absolutely.  
 
Mr Nichols: Absolutely. The first part of the EV centre of excellence is making sure 
we are doing what the grants and the requirements require us to do, and making sure 
we are training the right people. Absolutely, there is a growth trajectory at the end of 
this. Once we have embedded it, that will continue and, as we do with every other one 
of our programs and our capabilities, we will look at commercial and sustainable growth 
opportunities that come from the capabilities that we are developing. 
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MR EMERSON: On the centre of excellence, some of the training has occurred 
interstate. Is that all free of charge, or is it charged to Repco, if it is training for them, 
or to another organisation, if it is training for them? 
 
Ms Wark: It is all funded through the National Skills Agreement, which is a co-funded 
initiative between the ACT government and the commonwealth government. 
 
MR EMERSON: When do those sorts of training sessions occur, for other 
organisations? 
 
Mr Abelle: They started in August 2025, and we have delivered over 46 training 
sessions since 2025. The centre of excellence was announced in May 2024. It was the 
first one in Australia. It is great for the reputation of CIT, as well as for ACT 
government. 
 
MR EMERSON: How many since then have there been? 
 
Mr Abelle: Forty-six training sessions have been delivered since the commencement 
in August 2025. And you are right, Mr Emerson. We are upskilling educators across 
not only ACT but the nation. 
 
MR EMERSON: Yes, I was looking at one from a question asked in the chamber. It 
came back and said the first was in July 2025, in Melbourne; but we might have our 
start dates a few days off. The vehicles for that program were not actually procured 
until March this year, so what vehicles were used between July last year and March this 
year? 
 
Mr Rogers: From memory, without rifling through my notes, I do think that we had 
simulated vehicles that were used in any case at the Fyshwick campus, that were 
accessed and used for that. Plus, other vehicles were at Fyshwick; that is my 
understanding. 
 
Ms Wark: Yes, we do have a small fleet of EV vehicles that were available for that 
training. 
 
MR EMERSON: I am particularly interested in the interstate training, where perhaps 
those simulation— 
 
Mr Rogers: Vehicles were not available. 
 
MR EMERSON: vehicles were not available; what vehicles were used when you were 
in Melbourne, Dubbo, Wodonga, Sydney or Narooma? 
 
Mr Nichols: We will take that on notice, Mr Emerson. We will come back to you with 
some clarification around that. 
 
MR EMERSON: I had allegations in the Assembly from a whistleblower about this. 
The public response from the CEO repeatedly reiterated that students trained on these 
vehicles were not unqualified. Some may have had mechanical qualifications of some 
kind, but obviously they were not qualified to work on EVs, which is why they are 
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doing the training. Do you accept, Mr Rogers, that this kind of messaging is a bit 
misleading, if they are in fact unqualified to do the work that they were, obviously, 
being trained to do? 
 
Mr Rogers: I am aware of the messaging that was used, Mr Emerson. As I think you 
are aware, we are taking this very seriously, in any case, and we are looking at this 
issue. We have had someone appointed from outside CIT, an appropriately qualified 
person, to review and look at this in detail. That process is going on right now, because 
I am aware that that messaging needs to be very clear. There is community interest in 
this. Not only that; as you pointed out, there is also staff interest in this within CIT itself. 
I want to make sure that we understand exactly what occurred and how it occurred. We 
are in the middle of that process right now.  
 
What I would say in response is that messaging needs to be highly accurate, and that is 
what I would hope we are providing, moving forward—very accurate messaging about 
issues like that, to make sure that we can satisfy people’s interest. 
 
MR EMERSON: You said there has been an appropriate entity appointed— 
 
Mr Rogers: A person. 
 
MR EMERSON: A person. So is this— 
 
Mr Rogers: A qualified— 
 
MR EMERSON: a legal— 
 
Mr Rogers: Yes, qualified in public sector investigations et cetera. That person is doing 
a proper review. I have asked for that to be fulsome. At the end of that process, I am 
not sure that we will be able to release the entire report. I will have to look at that, 
because there may well be privacy or whistleblower issues. But we will absolutely make 
sure that the findings are publicly available. 
 
MR EMERSON: Okay, great. Can I confirm that it is not the Public Sector Standards 
Commissioner or that kind of entity? 
 
Mr Rogers: No.  
 
MR EMERSON: It is a contractor, essentially. 
 
Mr Rogers: It is someone seconded from the ACT public sector. 
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. This is now being thoroughly investigated, which I think is 
really good news. One of the allegations that I aired in the Assembly was: when this 
was raised internally through the CEO’s office, or directly to the CEO, it was not 
investigated appropriately. Given what I have said in the Assembly is exactly what the 
whistleblower said internally—I have not added anything to that—are you concerned 
that it was not more appropriately investigated internally? 
 
Mr Rogers: That is why we have asked for this to occur, and the board has asked for 
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this to be looked at in detail, to make sure that we get all those issues out on the table. 
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. The day after this was raised in the Assembly, the CEO 
categorically denied all the allegations, but one of the allegations was that the matter 
was not appropriately investigated. Do you have concerns with that categorical denial 
of the allegations, given what you have told us? 
 
Mr Rogers: That is why we have asked for this—again, I do not mean to hide anything. 
In fact, it is the reverse, which is why I want it investigated. All those issues link into 
the fact that I wanted it looked at in detail. I am aware of what the CEO said. I am aware 
of what the allegations are, and that is why we are looking at this in great detail. 
 
MR EMERSON: Is the CEO’s commentary in response to the allegations part of the 
investigation? 
 
Mr Rogers: Absolutely. The entire issue will be investigated.  
 
MR EMERSON: So you do have concerns around how that messaging was— 
 
Mr Rogers: I do not want to say anything that will prejudice the investigation. I want 
the entire issue looked at in detail. Again, I have made a commitment that we will make 
the findings of that public as well.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. Did the centre of excellence ever conduct EV training in the 
car park at Woden CIT? If so, did this meet WHS standards? 
 
Mr Rogers: I will navigate around this carefully, given I have just said it is being 
investigated, and I do not want to say anything that will prejudice that. I am aware of 
that allegation, and my understanding is that there was something that occurred in the 
basement of Woden, and there are a whole heap of reasons why it did. That was stopped. 
I do not think that the issue— 
 
Mr Jones: It is my understanding— 
 
Mr Rogers: I am just being very careful. 
 
Mr Jones: that there were some works undertaken in the CIT Woden basement. 
 
MR EMERSON: This was obviously not a training site. It is a car park. That should 
be pretty concerning. 
 
Mr Rogers: I am aware of the allegation that, effectively, it was in the car park—the 
allegation that was put to me. If that is the case, the car park is not an instructional area. 
 
MR EMERSON: Did CIT staff or any of their families ever raise concerns about fleet 
vehicles or vehicles belonging to family members of staff being used for EV training? 
 
Mr Rogers: Again, that is absolutely part of the investigation. I do not want to comment 
on that until we have finished that process. 
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MR EMERSON: Okay. I have one final question. Would you have a concern, even if 
fleet vehicles had been used for training? I accept that they belong to CIT; at the same 
time, they are not training vehicles. 
 
Mr Rogers: Yes. 
 
MR EMERSON: If that finding were to be made, would that be of concern to you, as 
the chair? 
 
Mr Rogers: Again, the reason I have asked for this to be looked at in detail is that I 
want to make sure that we are meeting all of our requirements for training, including 
the use of vehicles, and facilities to make sure that is appropriate. Wherever we depart 
from accepted standards, Mr Emerson, I am concerned; that would be my broad answer 
to that. 
 
MISS NUTTALL: I want briefly to ask about the Bruce CIT campus early learning 
centre; is that in your remit?  
 
Mr Rogers: Sorry, early learning or— 
 
MISS NUTTALL: Early childhood education and care centre. 
 
Mr Rogers: Yes, okay. 
 
MISS NUTTALL: I understand that— 
 
THE CHAIR: Is that in your remit? 
 
Mr Abelle: To be clear, do you mean the delivery on the Bruce campus? 
 
MISS NUTTALL: And the location of it. We are looking at the new Yurauna centre— 
 
Mr Rogers: The one being built right now.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Yes. 
 
Mr Abelle: Yes, I can answer that. For this one, we are undertaking a procurement 
process for a non-profit provider. The procurement process is underway.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: I understand that Capital Region Community Services operated that 
centre for over four years, although they vacated it in May 2025, for the construction 
of that new Yurauna centre, which is a very exciting addition. The early childhood 
education and care centre is now set to reopen at the same site. As you mentioned, the 
tender process is occurring. I am interested in what oversight you had of the decision to 
close the initial centre, relocate families and now reopen the centre, potentially to be 
run by the original provider who had to close in the first place. How much oversight 
did you have of that process?  
 
Mr Rogers: You are talking about something that occurred well before my tenure on 
the board. I have no idea what occurred. I can take it on notice, if you like, and see what 
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we can provide for you. I have no base-level knowledge of what oversight or decision-
making were made. I would not want to put myself out as understanding that.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: No, I appreciate that. The follow-ups I have are: what contact did 
you have with Capital Region Community Services, and what support did you offer to 
the CIT students who were affected by not having an early childhood education and 
care centre for that substantial period of time, after the closure?  
 
Mr Rogers: We will absolutely take that on notice, particularly the earlier bit. The bit 
that I am aware of is that we did provide some support to those families that were 
affected— 
 
MISS NUTTALL: That is good. 
 
Mr Rogers: and we did provide alternatives—the provision of alternative services.  
 
Mr Jones: That might be moving over into the Yurauna centre. Obviously, with the 
relocation of the Yurauna early childhood education and care centre, it was to move to 
Bruce. We are undertaking that procurement process now. Those students have been 
provided with support; that is what I think Mr Rogers was talking to. 
 
Mr Rogers: Yes. 
 
Mr Jones: We would have to take on notice your question, Miss Nuttall, around CIT 
students that may have been at the original Bruce—  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Yes. 
 
Mr Rogers: Good clarification; thank you, Mr Jones. We will take that on notice, given 
it occurred before I was there. We will make sure that we are accurate in what we are 
providing.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: If it is possible, I would love to know how many students had been 
enrolled in that early childhood education and care centre prior to its closing or have 
had their kids enrolled there.  
 
Mr Rogers: If we have access to that information, we will provide it.  
 
MISS NUTTALL: Thank you.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: The Cyber Security Centre of Excellence was launched 
last year. What activities have been underway or what have been the main driving 
activities?  
 
Mr Abelle: That is exactly right; the Cyber Security Centre of Excellence was launched 
in September 2025. As part of the centre of excellence, it provides training across not 
only the city but the nation. We have undertaken some cybersecurity training. We have 
a model city. I do not know whether you have seen it, at the site in Woden. We have a 
model city, essentially. We have developed some short courses or programs to use with 
that model city. It is like a cyber battle, essentially—attack and defend. We are also 
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working closely with the Jobs and Skills Council and the Future Skills Organisation to 
ensure that our program is aligned with industry skills.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: With what you were just talking about—these defence 
and attack types of things—are they training opportunities that are offered or are there 
other training opportunities as well?  
 
Mr Abelle: That is exactly right. It is a simulated environment where we provide the 
practical, authentic training for our students.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: The question, regarding what comes out of the cyber 
degree, is: what are the pathways or industry relationships that CIT has to support the 
Cyber Security Centre of Excellence, so that the students who are coming in and doing 
the training know that there is a pathway to, presumably, Defence or private companies? 
Are there industry partnerships?  
 
Mr Abelle: Yes, there are. It is a core part of what we do in a COE, a centre of 
excellence. That partnership is key for the success of the centre of excellence, especially 
for cyber. We are working closely with industry partners, as we speak. The main thing 
to understand is that it was announced last year, in September 2025, so it is still a work 
in progress, of course.  
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: That is understandable. I am no expert, but I do not think 
cyber is going to become less of an issue. Is there an expectation and is there capacity 
for the centre of excellence program to grow?  
 
Mr Abelle: Absolutely.  
 
Mr Nichols: I will jump in and say that the whole idea of the national centres of 
excellence is that they are core to the institution that is building them and growing them, 
but they have a national agenda. Definitely, the idea is growth and, definitely, the idea 
is engaging not only with local industry in government and defence, but nationally. 
How do we not only train the cyber graduates that the ACT and local defence 
organisations might need, but how do we train those in Western Australia and South 
Australia?  
 
It is similar to the journey that we have been on with the electric vehicle centre of 
excellence. How do we train the trainers in the first instance to then grow that student 
body and graduate capability over the fullness of time? As Richard said, we are in that 
early establishment phase of finding our feet and putting things in place. But you will 
see that starting to permeate in the next 12 or 18 months or so, in terms of a real growth 
agenda, and industry coming and playing with us and getting real benefits out of it.  
 
Mr Abelle: We are also working with First Nations. It is called the Australian Institute 
of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies; We are also working closely with the 
First Nations cyber pathways program pilot. That is the benefit—a community benefit 
as well. There is also alignment with the Australian Cyber Security Strategy. 
 
THE CHAIR: It is a national initiative.  
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Mr Abelle: It is national, yes. 
 
MR WERNER-GIBBINGS: I had two more questions, and they have both been 
answered. Thank you. 
 
MR EMERSON: Seniors fitness classes: this has been topical. I understand there used 
to be four classes, five days a week, and this has been reduced to three classes, four 
days a week—dropping 20 classes down to 12. Is that accurate?  
 
Mr Rogers: That sounds accurate. That sounds about right, Mr Emerson.   
 
MR EMERSON: How were the four classes on five days a week scheduled?  
 
Mr Rogers: I do not have that level of detail. I can speak more broadly about it. The 
executive made the decision—I cannot remember when that was, but a while ago—to 
change the structure of the provision of that community service. As you know, we have 
to prioritise student learning; that is a critical part. There are also additional costs 
involved, liability, and a range of other issues that led us to make that decision to reduce 
the availability of those sessions. I think we got rid of, from memory, the high-impact 
sessions, and the sessions on the weekend, from memory.  
 
As I am talking, Mr Emerson, I am conscious that this group of citizens who may be 
listening are very angry about this, and they are very engaged. Let me put on the table 
that I empathise. Anything I say here is not designed to diminish what they feel has 
been an impact on the group. At the same time, we have a responsibility to make sure 
that we are running the institute for students. There was a cost implication, particularly 
on weekends, from memory. That is one of the issues that we then reduced. That is 
where we are. We have not cut it off. We have reduced the high-impact sessions, which, 
as you know, are available in a whole range of providers around that area, in any case. 
That is the rationale behind it.  
 
MR EMERSON: It has been put to me that there used to be a gap between classes. 
People need a break between classes, instructors perhaps need a break, and that the 
instructors would be paid for that as well. Now, they are just back-to-back; so it is three 
back-to-back, rather than four with a gap. Is it your understanding that that is the case? 
Is that part of the cost saving?  
 
Mr Rogers: I do not know about that one. Can I take that on notice, please, Mr 
Emerson, and come back to you on that? I do not have the information.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. Would you be able to provide, on notice, the cost savings from 
the change?  
 
Mr Rogers: Sure, yes.  
 
MR EMERSON: Was there any consideration given to asking whether members 
would pay more for retaining the existing classes? 
 
Mr Rogers: I do not know. If you do not mind, I will take that on notice as well. As an 
opening to that, it was not just about cost. I had a quick look a couple of weeks ago. 
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The costs are quite significant, particularly the weekend reduction. We are talking about 
tens and tens of thousands, from memory, so there is quite a substantial bit of money 
involved. It was also about the usage of those facilities, wear and tear, liability insurance 
and a range of other issues. I will find out whether we actually asked, and whether we 
put to them how much that might be.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. It would be helpful to have as much detail as you are able to 
provide, because I understand some of it was in relation to usage of the space outside 
class times, and that may have been part of what you were talking about with respect to 
liability. 
 
Mr Rogers: The cost, yes. 
 
MR EMERSON: But I do not know that that is the primary frustration of participants; 
it is about the loss of the classes, because they are all full, basically.  
 
Mr Rogers: Also, to be fair, what was put to us publicly was the loss of the community 
around those classes, which I understand.  
 
MR EMERSON: I understand that CIT students are trained through that program. The 
feedback I have received from constituents is that they love it; the instructors are great, 
because they have been through CIT’s programs. I understand the point you are making 
about what is CIT’s job, but can you see how that might come across as perhaps contrary 
to what would actually be in the public interest, even including from CIT’s perspective? 
 
Mr Rogers: Absolutely. It is why I said at the start that I empathise, and I am not trying 
to diminish the feelings of those individuals involved who have raised something very 
genuine for them. At the same time, I am also trying to represent the issues of the 
institute, with multiple competing demands, liability insurance, cost, and a range of 
other issues. With what I have taken on notice, I will try and be as fulsome as possible 
with the story we provide back to you, with facts and figures as well. Hopefully, that 
might assist.  
 
MR EMERSON: Thank you. Finally, on that, participants would value knowing what 
would have been the cost of four classes, five days a week, down to three classes, four 
days a week—20 down to 12. What would have been the cost required for them to front 
up and foot that bill? My understanding is that they were not asked if they would, which 
I understand, too. I have run a gym myself, and it is a strange thing to ask your members 
to pay more. At the same time, they are coming around to multiple different members, 
and they are coming to me at different mobile offices. This is something that they are 
really motivated by. Because of the quality of the service, they are not really looking 
for somewhere else, because they do not believe something else exists like this.  
 
Mr Rogers: We will provide as much information as we can, with detail, to try and 
contextualise that a bit more.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay, thank you. Can I lodge something on notice now?  
 
THE CHAIR: Yes.  
 



PROOF 

Estimates—23-07-26 P463 Canberra Institute of Technology 

MR EMERSON: I am curious about completion rates, broken down by program.  
 
Mr Rogers: Sure.  
 
MR EMERSON: I am not sure what allows for that to be accurate data, if it is the last 
three years or five years, to make sure you are— 
 
Mr Nichols: We can definitely take that on notice and provide it. We will provide some 
caveats to it as well. The interesting thing about vocational education is that there is a 
lot of focus on completion, but it is not necessarily always the right or the best outcome 
for the individual. They might want to do the first two subjects of a cert IV, and that is 
exactly what they need to do. It is the way CIT offers those two subjects, as part of the 
cert IV. They do not complete; that is a positive outcome for them, but it does not 
translate to the data. We can definitely provide that, but it needs that context of it not 
being an absolute. I think that the sector does look at it as an absolute, but it is not 
necessarily indicative of what a good outcome is for the individual in all the cases.  
 
MR EMERSON: Okay. I have seen some recent data where “not completed yet” is 
being counted as a non-completion.  
 
Mr Nichols: Yes, there was a recent Jobs and Skills report.  
 
MR EMERSON: Feel free to have “not completed because they have left”, “not 
completed yet, but still ongoing” and then “completed”. Break it down.  
 
Mr Rogers: Sure. We can absolutely provide that.  
 
MR EMERSON: Thank you very much.  
 
THE CHAIR: On behalf of the committee, I would like to thank you for your 
attendance today. If you have taken any questions on notice, please provide your 
answers to the committee secretary within five business days of receiving the 
uncorrected proof Hansard.  
 
I would like to thank all of our witnesses who have assisted the committee through their 
experience and knowledge. We also thank broadcasting and Hansard for their support. 
If a member wishes to ask questions on notice, please upload them to the parliamentary 
portal as soon as possible, and no later than five business days from today. This meeting 
is now adjourned.  
 
The committee adjourned at 4.54 pm  
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