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Wednesday, 11 February 2004
The Assembly met at 10.30 am.

MR SPEAKER (Mr Berry) took the chair at 10.30 am and asked members to stand in
silence and pray or reflect on their responsibilities to the people of the Australian Capital
Territory.

Gaming Machine Amendment Bill 2004 (No 2)
Mr Stefaniak, pursuant to notice, presented the bill and its explanatory statement.
Title read by clerk.
MR STEFANIAK (10.31): I move:
That this bill be agreed to in principle.

Mr Speaker, let me start by thanking the parliamentary counsel for their efforts. | was
hoping in about December of last year, as indeed were all the players in the industry, that
the full government bill of reforms in the gaming industry would be ready by February.
That was the initial indication when the government introduced its response to the report
of the Gambling and Racing Commission. Unfortunately, that does not look like
happening. In fact, we now hear that the government’s bill will not be ready until May. I
think that is somewhat quite unfortunate because the industry needs certainty. Indeed, it
already has to cope with the new smoking legislation.

There are a lot of pressures on this very important industry that employs thousands of
Canberrans. Many young Canberrans get their first start in employment in the industry. It
is an industry also that provides a lot of entertainment at good, cheap rates for ordinary
Canberra citizens. It is an industry which makes an essential contribution to tourism and
employment. The industry is concerned with the very fabric of our society. Clubs, hotels
and taverns all give us a sense of community and all make great contributions to various
community services and sporting services in the territory, and it would be far less a
community if we did not have these institutions. It is unfortunate in a way that we do
have gaming machines, but that is a fact of life and it is essential that fairness applies.

The government has introduced its own bill. | could say they have done so because they
do not want to be gazumped by the opposition. There might be something in that. I am,
however, pleased to see what is in the government’s bill. | am pleased to see reference to
class B machines.

My bill does two things. Firstly, it amends the Gaming Machine Act. Because the
government introduced its bill yesterday, my bill is named the Gaming Machine
Amendment Bill 2004 (No 2), and that is fine. The provisions of the bill are to
commence on the day after its notification day and the bill amends, of course, the
principal act of 1987.

Clause 4 of my bill, which substitutes new sections 18 (2) and 18 (3) and adds a couple
of other subsections, enables hotels and taverns to access class B machines. It is quite
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simple. Hotels, of course, have a general licence, which means that they can have
accommodation, they can have bottle shops and they can sell liquor from their premises.
Taverns have an on-licence. Liquor can be provided during certain hours and these
premises have access to class B machines.

Section 18 (3) (a) enables a hotel which has premises of at least 12 rooms that are for use
as accommodation for lodgers—I think we now have seven such establishments in
Canberra—to have access to up to 10 class B gaming machines. Those institutions have
had that for some time, so there is actually no change there.

There is a change to subsection (3) (b). Premises that do not contain rooms to be used as
residential accommodation by lodgers—there are quite a few hotels around town like
that; an example would be the Irish pub at Dickson—or places that contain fewer than
12 rooms for accommaodation and are currently entitled to only two non-existent class A
machines, would be entitled to up to two class B poker machines, the draw poker
machines. Similarly, in subsection (4) a licence must not be issued for premises to which
an on-licence applies for more than two machines. In other words, on-licence premises—
that is, taverns—would now be able to have access to two class B gaming machines.

Subsection (5), the final subsection, ensures that the licence must not be issued for
premises to which an on-license applies—that is, the ability to serve alcohol—unless the
on-licence is stated to be for the primary purpose of running a tavern/bar. Alcohol can
also be served in restaurants. It has never been anyone’s intention to have any sorts of
poker machines in restaurants, so that is why that subsection has been included.

I want to thank a few people. | have been involved in the club industry as a director of
about three clubs. | suppose I get around. | have certainly drunk in quite a few taverns
and hotels in my time. | have been well aware, through my involvement in the industry
and the prosecution of breaches of the legislation that | used to be involved in—I
suppose that is relevant, too—of the ongoing issues in relation to poker machines in
hotels, taverns and clubs.

I made mention earlier of class A machines—those little slot machines, the fruit
machines, where you can put in only 20c and the most you can get back is 40 times that;
in other words, eight bucks. They are a lot of fun to play, but we have not seen them
since about 1983 when the Shanty at Woden got rid of the one or two machines which |
think Johnny Press used to run. You can apparently still play them in some country pubs
in England, but effectively those machines are non-existent.

There has been a campaign for about 18 years—Iast year | presented some legislation,
which was rejected—to enable equity and fairness to apply to all hotels and taverns by
giving them access to two class C machines. The class C machines, of course, are the
machines you will see in all clubs. Class B machines are the draw poker machines where
a hand of five cards comes up on the screen. They have nothing like the payouts of the
class C machines but they are still a reasonable machine in that sort of industry.

There has been a complete inability to make any change to enable taverns and hotels to
have access to class C machines. 1 am not going to go into history or allegations of
conflicts of interest with Labor clubs or anything like that—I will just put all that to one
side. All sorts of reasons have been advanced over many years to preclude any extension
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of class C machines. It struck me, however, that a very sensible compromise for
everyone concerned would be to enable hotels and taverns access to at least class B
machines, especially given that hotels with accommodation can already have up to 10.

I would like to thank Jim Shonk from the Licensed Clubs Association for his efforts. He
is a man | have an immense amount of respect for. | have know this very lateral thinking
person for many years and | think he does an excellent job. | think he certainly sees the
sense in this. A commonsense approach is being taken by some of the people at the other
end of the spectrum—by tavern owners such as Darcy Henry from Moby Dick’s, who
was also very helpful in dealing with this issue. I think the gaming commission should be
commended, too. Obviously, they have assisted the minister. 1 will even commend the
minister for whatever effort he played in overcoming an issue that has been a problem
for at least 18 years.

As a result of the gaming commission report, | am pleased to see in the government’s bill
a recommendation that class B machines be introduced in the way | propose in my bill.
Indeed, the government’s bill proposes that class B machines be treated in the same way.

I think this legislation is a watershed. It is a sensible compromise by all concerned. It
introduces a degree of equity. I think we can now move forward quickly to have both of
these bill debated cognately in the sittings of the Assembly in March. We still, of course,
have to be told what the government is going to do in relation to the rest of the gaming
commission’s report.

The second part of my bill addresses the issue of clubs that have more than one licensed
premises. A lot of restrictions and conditions are placed on clubs and | think they are
important, especially when one club buys out a smaller club. I appreciate that in those
circumstances there is the possibility of a club denuding the smaller club of all of its
machines, putting them in its larger premises and then demolishing the place and doing
something else with it. There are a number of issues in respect of the restrictions that the
gaming commission quite sensibly imposes to stop that from happening.

A number of clubs own more than one premises and at present they are licensed to have
a number of machines at each premises. Clubs such as the Labor Club, the Tuggeranong
rugby club, the Southern Cross Club and the Ainslie Football Club own more that one
premises and operate from those separate premises. At present it is very difficult, nigh on
impossible, for those clubs to move machines between their premises. Because of
demand, demography or whatever, it makes good economic, commercial and practical
sense for the clubs to move machines between premises in a simplified way.

Often clubs have a real demand for extra machines, and my bill gives a couple of
examples of this. | will add a third. The drafters of the legislation have referred to the
Barbarians Football Club, which has premises in north and south Canberra. Let us say
that Barbarians north, which is going gangbusters, currently has 20 machines and
Barbarians south has 30 machines and that Barbarians north has lots of patrons and there
is a real demand for extra machines and Barbarians south is not going quite as well
because, say, it is located in an ageing area and there are not as many patrons. My bill
would enable Barbarians south to transfer, say, 15 of its 30 machines to Barbarians north,
which would give Barbarians north 35 machines.
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At present, if it wanted 15 more machines, Barbarians north would go to the commission
and, within the cap, apply to have an extra 15 machines. If it were successful, it would
actually increase from 50 its total number of machines to 65. My amendment is enables
clubs with more than one premises to move machines around within their total number.
That has a number of benefits. This would be simple for a club and it recognises current
conditions in determining where the club needs machines most. But it would also enable
the club to operate within its total number of poker machines without having to go to the
commission, as it does at present, and say, “We need more poker machines inside X,”
which leads to further poker machines in the territory.

I think all of us are mindful of issues around problem gambling and issues around the
total number of poker machines. This provision enables the integrity of the cap to
continue and helps keep the cap in place. We are probably going to have to address this
some day, but at this stage the cap is 5,200. My bill gives a club flexibility within its
current operations without increasing the total number of machines. | think that is a good
suggestion from the licensed clubs, it is a practical suggestion all round, and this
legislation is aimed at giving effect to that.

Mr Speaker, my bill contains two very important clauses. The first one seeks to remedy
and overcome an injustice and a real problem that has been with us for some 18 years. It
will do this by inserting a sensible compromise, which certainly has the support of
virtually everyone in the industry and, it would seem, both major parties in the
Assembly. Of course, the bill also deals with the second matter that I have mentioned,
which the Licensed Clubs Association is keen to progress. | commend the bill to
members.

Debate (on motion by Mr Quinlan) adjourned to the next sitting.
Crimes Amendment Bill 2004
Mr Cornwell, pursuant to notice, presented the bill and its explanatory statement.
Title read by clerk.
MR CORNWELL (10.45): I move:

That this bill be agreed to in principle.
Mr Speaker, this piece of legislation, which deals with banning the sale of spray cans to
graffiti vandals under the age of 18, was presented to the Assembly last year. As you
would be aware, sir, under standing order 136 | am able to present this bill again as we
are not now within the calendar year in which | brought forward the original legislation.
I have been encouraged to reintroduce the bill because of the massive increase in graffiti
vandalism throughout this city. In fact, | would say that | have been made more aware of
community concern and criticism about the condition of Canberra than on any other
matter. It is rather interesting that not only have these vandals attacked the suburbs—

Ngunnawal comes to mind, where they did a very good job—»but they have now got into
the city. The vandals have entered Rome. Indeed, in case anybody has not noticed, | seek
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leave to table some photographs that were taken of vandalism in Civic centre. In fact, the
vandalism took place outside this Assembly and all the way along London Circuit. Some
of the graffiti next to the National Bank has not been taken off as yet.

Leave granted.
MR CORNWELL.: I present the following papers:
Graffiti — Photographs (10) of graffiti around London Circuit.

The photographs, | might add, are also available in electronic format upon request. May |
say that one or two of them also indicate the condition of the vandals themselves as it
appears that they cannot spell—at least not some of the obscene words, anyway.

It is interesting to note that, under the Financial Management Act, the December 2003
outputs progress report for the Urban Services portfolio states that the original target for
graffiti removal in the six months to December 2003 was 95 per cent. The result,
however, for that six months was only 78 per cent. The explanation given for that is
worth quoting:

Reduced performance against specific timeframes has occurred due to increased
graffiti activity around the Canberra region over the past few months.

I wonder whether those past few months coincided with the rejection by the majority of
this Assembly—namely, the Labor government, the Greens and the Democrats—of my
spray can legislation. It did receive considerable publicity. Did it therefore give the green
light or the multicoloured light—I am not sure whether we should just restrict graffiti
vandalism to one colour—to the vandals out there who, not being very intelligent, quite
properly would come to the conclusion that the government is soft on their destructive
behaviour? I think that is a reasonable assessment to make.

I am concerned about this most regrettable situation. Indeed, it appears the government is
also concerned, because subsequent to the publicity and the increased graffiti, we had
some soothing comments from the government. For example, the City Chronicle of
20 January reported that a spokesman for the Minister for Urban Services had said that
the government was monitoring the effectiveness of the New South Wales legislation,
which I would remind members banned the sale of spray cans to people under the age of
18. So they were going to monitor the effectiveness of this legislation.

In November, Mr Wood said on ABC television that the government may revisit the
decision to ban the sale of spray cans to under-18-year-olds. We subsequently received
information from the City of Townsville about a graffiti plan which proposes taking
immediate action to rapidly remove graffiti, maintaining statistical and photographic
information systems, and updating and referring records of tags to the Queensland police
service on a monthly basis. Goodness, that is a bit of an innovative step, isn’t it? The
plan also suggests assisting aerosol artists by providing paid employment—that is a
thought. As | have said in this place before, | have no real objection to murals such as the
rather magnificent one of a dragon on a wall at the Hackett shops. Members should have
a look at that one.
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The plan calls for involving young and adult offenders in graffiti removal practices so
that they realise the consequence of graffiti vandalism. | think that might be a little
difficult, but certainly there is no reason why they should not be involved in cleaning up.
Another part of the plan is to provide recognition to artists by assisting them to develop
and display their talents. A number of initiatives have come from that Townsville study
and | commend it to the government.

But there are further solutions, because—surprise, surprise!l—on Wednesday
11 February, Mr Wood issued a media release entitled “Next steps towards a graffiti
management strategy”. |1 am flattered, Chief Minister, that my bill has flushed out such a
response today. Very clearly, the government is concerned about graffiti, and it has every
reason to be. But again, as with this government repeatedly, we do not expect and we
should not expect any great move. The media release stated:

The Government is—
guess what?—

currently consulting with key stakeholders so that a comprehensive draft strategy—
the first ever developed by an ACT government—

wait for it—
can be released for public comment in April...

By that time this city will be festooned with graffiti if we allow this situation to continue.
We now have to wait a couple more months, not for any action but for public comment.
It would seem to me, Chief Minister, that you do not need public comment. All you have
to do is go out and talk to people in the street. Perhaps you could invite them to phone
you. They certainly phone me.

I think public comment about the graffiti vandalism is self-evident—they do not like it.
But it gets worse. You are going to release a draft strategy for public comment in April.
The media release continued:

When the draft strategy is released...there will be a one month public consultation
period, and the final Strategy will be implemented from June 2004.

By that time, Canberra will be not only the graffiti capital of Australia but also the
rainbow city, | would suggest—and | am not referring to the rainbows in San Francisco.
The media release went on to state:

It will look at five main themes: prevention; removal; diversion; community
awareness and education; and legislation.

That is good. | have just introduced a piece of legislation—the Crimes Amendment Bill
2004—and | would be quite happy to have that incorporated. 1 do not mind being
gazumped on this. If you wish to incorporate my legislation in those proposals, by all
means go ahead and do so, but I suggest you do it before June 2004.
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The media release then tells us that the government spends a great deal of money on the
removal of graffiti. It talks about an event for young people being organised on 1 May
2004 which will include a demonstration by professional street artists. | think that is a
little late, too. The media release goes on to say:

While the Strategy is being developed, there are ways in which the community can
continue to contribute to the Government’s anti-graffiti campaign.

I would think that was a contradiction in terms, but never mind. The media release
continues:

Building owners should immediately remove graffiti from their properties as soon as
it appears...

Why? Why should business owners remove graffiti? If the government is doing nothing
to combat this vandalism, why demand or expect the business community to go ahead
and remove graffiti? We are spending over a million dollars on tourism in this city and |
can well imagine the concern of the government if the business community does not
bother to remove graffiti. But I fail to see why, in the absence of effort from this Labor
government, the business community should be expected to cooperate.

Mr Speaker, | believe that it is important to reintroduce this legislation. Although the
government’s tardy action on this matter may be commendable, | do not believe that we
should wait until June this year before firm action is taken: hence, my reasons for
reintroducing the legislation.

When | introduced my bill of 2003, Mr Stanhope raised a legal question about the word
“absolute” in the phrase “absolute liability”. | have spoken to the parliamentary counsel
and Mr Stanhope’s concern about “absolute liability” has been changed in the new bill to
“strict liability”. I understand that this will overcome the problem that he highlighted in
relation to the prosecutions.

Mr Speaker, | repeat that | have no hesitation in reintroducing this legislation. I believe
the government has been remiss, and has been remiss for some time, in its actions against
graffiti vandalism. But the rejection last year by the government of the spray can
legislation—a rejection which was wholeheartedly supported by the Democrats and the
Greens—has encouraged an outbreak of graffiti vandalism the like of which we have not
seen before in this territory. This is to their shame and it is to the shame of those who
support them on the crossbench—and | deliberately mention the Greens and the
Democrats because | do not want to put all the crossbenchers into the same category. |
believe it is high time that the government admitted its mistake and did something about
this matter well before June of this year. | commend the legislation to the Assembly.

Debate (on motion by Mr Stanhope) adjourned to the next sitting.

Karralika drug rehabilitation facility—development

[Cognate motion:
Planning and Environment—Standing Committee—reference]
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MR SPEAKER: | understand that it is the wish of the Assembly to debate this notice
concurrently with notice No 4, relating to a reference to the Standing Committee on
Planning concerning the Karralika drug rehabilitation facility. There being no objection,
that course will be followed.

MRS CROSS (11.01): | move:

That the Assembly call on the Minister for Planning to:

1) undertake full community consultation before proceeding with any
development or redevelopment of the Karralika drug rehabilitation
facility;

(2 not use his ‘call-in” powers in order to fast-track the
redevelopment/refurbishment of the Karralika drug rehabilitation facility;
and

3) admit he incorrectly used regulation 12 of the Land (Planning and

Environment) Act 1992 in order to avoid the process of full public
consultation in relation to the redevelopment/refurbishment of the
Karralika drug rehabilitation facility.

Mr Speaker, it must now be obvious to everyone here, and to a rapidly increasing part of
the wider community, that the way in which the planned refurbishment and very
significant expansion of the Karralika drug and alcohol rehabilitation centre in Fadden-
Macarthur has been handled has been a shambles.

So far the project has been marked by, among other things, the absolutely unjustifiable
prescription of the development under regulation 12 of the Land (Planning and
Environment) Regulations 1992; the undeniably false claims by the minister to the media
and to anyone who would listen that there had already been wide or extensive
consultation with the community; and the minister’s ready penchant for denigrating as
hysterical nimbys those who expressed any objection to what was being planned.
Consequently, there has been a rapidly building surge of anger among those whose
questions or opinions have been so lightly brushed aside as irrelevant by the minister.

Yesterday, | asked the minister about his motive for prescribing the development under
regulation 12 to safeguard the confidentiality of the Karralika drug and rehabilitation
centre. The minister answered with customary sarcasm, claiming that | was apparently
ignorant of the thrust of regulation 12 because | did not understand that the aspect of
confidentiality being safeguarded under his prescription referred to the services provided
at the centre rather than to the complex itself. That, Mr Speaker, was an evasive response
and a blatant attempt to again shift the pressure off himself.

I know only too well what regulation 12 says, but I also know that it is logical for anyone
with half a wit who may not be familiar with regulation 12 to deduce that the services
provided by a drug and alcohol rehabilitation centre would be rehabilitative treatment for
people with drug and alcohol problems. So for the minister to say that his prescription
related to the confidentiality of the services provided and not to the facility is hogwash.
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Given such evasiveness, | can only conclude that prescribing the Karralika development
under regulation 12 was all about control rather than confidentiality, about stifling
consultation rather than showing concern for the patients’ treatment, about deliberately
snubbing the community. It never truly had anything to do with confidentiality. In short,
Mr Speaker, it is evident that the prescription of the Karralika development by the
minister was falsely based under the terms of the regulation and should never have been
applied.

Mr Speaker, | call on other members to implore Mr Corbell to admit right here in the
Assembly and not through his preferred avenue, the Canberra Times, that he was wrong
to invoke regulation 12—no excuses, no justification. Mr Corbell, just say you were
wrong. Say that you falsely implemented regulation 12 and enlighten the Assembly as to
why you would incorrectly use regulation 12.

Mr Speaker, | have to say that the claim by the minister that wide and extensive
consultation has taken place is equally ludicrous; it is simply an atrocious distortion of
the facts. As everyone knows by now, this wide and extensive consultation amounted to
a letter under ACT Health letterhead and compiled by the architects being handed to a
handful of residents whose homes would be closest to the planned new additions. There
was no consultation, and to describe it as such is to abuse the intelligence of everyone to
whom the claim was made. It merely told a handful of residents that this is what is going
to be done and that’s that. If the minister calls that consultation, | suggest he have
another look at the definition of that word in his dictionary.

As for the minister’s readiness to denigrate those who might question him, Mr Speaker,
that is only par for the course. Those of us who sometimes find ourselves on the
receiving end of his disparaging tongue are used to it, but it is a very different matter
when the minister starts taking swipes at the—what did he call them?—"“hysterical
nimbys” who had the gall to speak their minds.

You will no doubt recall, Mr Speaker, that when answering a question | asked him
yesterday, the minister was unable to avoid describing as hysterical those who had
expressed dissatisfaction. As an aside, Mr Speaker, it might come as a surprise to the
minister that the objections being voiced by his “hysterical nimbys” in fact in the main
relate to the scale and nature of the expansion of the facility and not to its function, of
which most of them have been aware for a long time.

A further point, Mr Speaker, concerns the minister’s intention to call in the application
during the process of the consultation and consideration. This is not an instance where
use of the call-in option is appropriate. On the one hand, it is contradictory to make the
conciliatory gesture of inviting a more broadly-based participation in the process of
consultation and deliberation while, on the other, dangling a sword of Damocles in the
form of the call-in power. This project does not warrant, on any grounds, this pre-
emptive, even threatening, decision.

Mr Speaker, it is clear that things cannot go on as they have because the issue is not
going to go away. If it does continue on this unsatisfactory course, it will truly show up
as a sham the Labor Party’s code of good government that grandly proclaims the values
of openness, honesty, fairness, integrity and accountability.
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It is against the background of a flawed and clumsily handled process to date, and out of
sincere hope that what has happened up to now can be put behind us, that the mud-
slinging must stop and that from now on the people will be taken into the minister’s
confidence and be given the opportunity to engage in genuine, rational, truly wide and
extensive consultation.

Minister, admit you were wrong, undertake a full and proper consultation process and
promise not to scuttle this consultation process with the use of the call-in process.

MR SMYTH (Leader of the Opposition) (11.09): Mr Speaker, as members are aware,
this is a cognate debate. | will speak to Mrs Cross’s motion, but what | have to say
applies equally to mine. | suggest to members that when we get to the decision stage we
deal with the motions seriatim so that people can pick and choose which bits they will
agree to.

Mr Speaker, | have characterised this whole process as sneaky, and it is sneaky under a
number of headings. First and foremost, one can recall the zeal which Mr Corbell used to
have in opposition for proper process when it suited his purpose and the allegations that
he continually threw at me that we conducted development in this territory in a sneaky
way. The development of the Karralika facility epitomises the approach of the Labor
Party, particularly the minister, to development in this city.

Mr Corbell is sneaky on the first account because there has been a general lack of
information. Getting information out of the government, ACT Health, ACTPLA or the
architects is like drawing teeth. The problem for the residents who want to make an
informed decision about this matter is that the ground keeps shifting. You cannot get a
straight story out of the minister’s office about what the actual development will do.

You only have to start with the numbers. In his press release of May last year the
minister said that it would have a capacity of 60 to 70 places. Was it 60 or was it 70? Of
course, under pressure from the community, it has now dropped from 70 to 60. But until
that pressure arrived, the minister thought he could get away with it without going
through proper process and the appropriate scrutiny.

Mr Corbell used to think it was appalling that a developer would put in a major
development application over Christmas. What did he do? He put out for consultation
over Christmas a major development between two suburbs, | suspect in the hope that it
would not get noticed. It certainly did get noticed. Fourteen letters were sent but only six
were acknowledged. Part of his purpose was achieved, but | think the community is
much smarter than Mr Corbell gives it credit for.

The other gripe Mr Corbell used to have when we were in office was about inadequate
plans—minimalist plans that were made available so people could not make an informed
decision. Again, the plans that we have for this development are inadequate and it has
been only through the efforts of the community continually badgering and asking for
more that we finally have some plans. Indeed, we have plans that actually differ. There
are site plans that are different. Which plan do you believe? Which plan can you trust?
The problem with the plans is that they are incorrect. The western view, which is in fact
the eastern view, is mislabelled. The view that purports to be the view from Macarthur is
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actually the view from Bugden Avenue. How can anyone trust what the minister puts out
when it is incorrect?

The other thing is that the whole notion of the size of the building is not made clear in
the plans. Mr Corbell used to have what he called a hatred for de facto three-storey
buildings. The reason you do not get an eastern projection of what this facility will look
like is that it is a de facto three-storey projection. Of course, one of those storeys is the
foundation, but without that foundation the rest of the building does not stand. If you
look at the northern and southern projections, quite clearly it is a large building on the
eastern front. What you do not get is an eastern projection.

Then you get to the issue of trees. | have seen a letter that said six of the 12 major trees
will be kept, but the letter does not go on to say that 55 of the 66 trees will be removed.
This goes to something else that Mr Corbell was always really keen on not doing—
eating into the de facto urban open space and the treed environment. These trees provide
amenity to the local residents. Indeed, anybody coming over the hill off the Monaro
Highway up Isabella Drive can see these trees on the ridge line. This is one of the ridge
lines that we have protected in this territory. Not any more. Fifty-five out of the 66 trees
will go, and according to Mr Corbell it just depends on your definition.

We then get to another of Mr Corbell’s pet hates, which used to be limited notification. |
can remember numerous times requests from Mr Corbell that for major redevelopments
we should go further, we should try harder, we should do more. And what was sent
out?—14 letters in a Christmas period, of which approximately six have been
acknowledged. So what you have is the sneakiness of doing it over Christmas and the
sneakiness of doing it with limited notification in, you can only assume, the hope not to
get caught.

Mr Speaker, the sneakiness continued. Residents were then told that they could actually
go to the ACTPLA website and view it; that, as was normally done, ACTPLA would put
these plans on display. But the plans took forever to get to the website. Also, if you made
the journey from Tuggeranong to Dickson you found that initially you were able to view
only a limited number of plans. Unless you knew what questions to ask and unless you
pressed the staff for more plans, they were not forthcoming. You were not shown them
all on the first viewing; you had to know what to ask.

Indeed, some of the plans are still not available, so people do not know how many
residents this facility will accommodate—is it 60, is it 70, is it 40? The number keeps
shifting, and it is sneaky to say that people are not able to view the plans because there is
confidentiality surrounding them. Indeed, from the look on his face when that was raised
with him at a recent Tuggeranong Community Council meeting, | would say that
Mr Savery was very unsure about what was going on.

There was a call for a public meeting. The community council asked the minister,
through the minister’s office, whether they could have a public meeting. They were told
no, the minister would not do a public meeting. The next day on radio he denied he had
ever been asked. Then there was this backflip: “Oh, we thought you wanted us to do the
meeting.” The minister’s office knew exactly what was happening. The minister’s office
acts on behalf of the minister. They said they asked the minister and he said, “No
meeting.” So again we see this sneakiness, the continually shifting ground.
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You have to look at the use of the dollars, Mr Speaker. How much is this development
actually going to cost? Residents have been told that it will cost approximately
$2.5 million. So where is the other half going; where is the other $2.5 million going?
Again, it is sneaky. The lack of detail and the way that the community is excluded from
this whole process can only be characterised as sneaky.

Then we get to the role of Mr Hargreaves and Ms MacDonald on the night the
announcement came that “the government agrees with local members on Karralika”.
Here is the best spin of the year. By suddenly announcing, “We agree with the local
members on Karralika,” the government is saying that the local members are part of the
government, that the local members are tied to this agreement.

What happened was that the local members went to a meeting, saw the anger of the
community, panicked and bolted back to the minister and said, “You’ve got to do
something.” So what did they do? There was a rash of press releases faxed to the media
at half past 5 on a Friday night. Ms MacDonald arrived at a resident’s house and said,
“It’s all okay, the development is off. We’re going to pull it and it will go through the
proper process.” It was not until the press release arrived from the minister’s office, of
which a copy was made available to the community, that you found in paragraph 5 the
words, “But I’ll call it in.” Ms MacDonald was not telling the residents it was going to be
called in. Mr Hargreaves rang another member of the community to say, “It’s okay,
mate. It’s off. We fixed it. We have got the minister to come round,” but did not tell him
that it was going to be called in. You have to question the fair dinkum nature of this.

Mr Speaker, we then go to the use of regulation 12. Regulation 12 is there for an
important purpose. Regulation 12, used appropriately, allows for the provision of
services that need to be kept confidential, and that is a service like a women’s refuge
which houses somebody escaping from domestic violence. The curious thing about the
minister’s justification is that it is not backed up by the residents. We are told that a
number of the residents went public and said, “Hey, we think the Karralika
redevelopment is a really good thing; it should go ahead.” That is not confidential. More
importantly, residents actually went to the meeting at the Tuggeranong Community
Council last week and signed a petition saying, “We don’t want it any bigger. We
actually like it the way it is.” | think the minister’s use of regulation 12 needs to be truly
examined, because | think that is the ultimate piece of sneakiness.

You then get to the timing, Mr Speaker, and there is always a trail in the timing. The
plans that the architect has been issuing to residen