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Thursday, 2 November 2017 
 
MADAM SPEAKER (Ms Burch) took the chair at 10 am and asked members to 
stand in silence and pray or reflect on their responsibilities to the people of the 
Australian Capital Territory. 
 
Chief Minister 
Motion of no confidence 
 
MR COE (Yerrabi—Leader of the Opposition) (10.01): I move:  
 

That this Assembly no longer has confidence in the Chief Minister, Mr Andrew 
Barr MLA, due to the Government’s engagement in corrupt decisions. 

 
The opposition does not have confidence in the ACT government. We move this 
motion because of the corrupt decisions that have taken place and, I am concerned, 
will continue to take place. There are numerous examples of corruption. These come 
at a time went the apathy, complacency and complicity of those opposite must be 
called out. There are too many times when property scandals, poker machine 
decisions, planning approvals and other decisions have seriously tarnished our city 
and given Canberra a reputation as being a corrupt capital. 
 
There was a time when the Greens would call out these issues. There was a time when 
they would actually demand answers. Those questions are now not forthcoming. 
When Ms Le Couteur was between stints in this place she was vocal in the Downer 
Community Association. She raised questions about section 72 Dickson. 
Unfortunately, the probity questions have stopped. This is despite the fact that what 
we know now is many times worse than what we knew then. 
 
In my budget reply speech in June I said: 
 

The ACT has a problem. At best it is an integrity issue, and at worst it is 
corruption.  
 
We all know that there are some people who have done very well out of this 
government, be it particular lobbyists, particular developers or particular 
consultants along the way. However, they have only gained this access because 
the government has given them preference or has shut the door on others. 

 
The issues I raised have had new developments. The issues I raised in June include 
the CFMEU’s $4 million headquarters and the $1 lease back, Labor’s 489 poker 
machines and their then acquisition from the Italian club, the Glebe Park and lakeside 
deals, the Woden Tradies car park, the rural lease purchases, Labor’s Braddon 
apartment deal and the MOU. Unfortunately, there is more to report.  
 
It is corrupt to legislate for poker machines without declaring an interest whilst you 
are owning them. For years that is what they have been doing. Now, of course, they 
have cycled the pokie money into other entities. 
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The 2016 index of corruption by Transparency International states: 
 

Corruption and inequality feed off each other, creating a vicious circle between 
corruption, unequal distribution of power in society, and unequal distribution of 
wealth. 

 
Transparency International also say: 
 

Corruption is the abuse of entrusted power for private gain. It can be classified as 
grand, petty and political, depending on the amounts of money lost and the sector 
where it occurs. 

 
A slight perusal of Transparency International’s website would do some of those 
opposite the world of good, and it would be very handy if they were to pass on that 
link to some of their comrades. 
 
Regarding Labor’s property development in Braddon, this deal stinks. The Labor Club 
did not pay a cent to change their lease. They did not pay a cent. How is it that you 
can go from a small commercial building to 36 apartments without paying a cent? 
That sounds dodgy, and it is dodgy when the government is also the decision-maker 
and in effect the developer. How would you like to be a development application 
assessor in the planning directorate and have that DA put in front of you? They have 
put that public servant in an impossible position. No public servant should ever be put 
in a position like that, where they have in effect got the weight of the government, the 
weight of the governing party, on their shoulders. It is bullying and it is intimidating. 
 
Of course, the development happened, surely with the knowledge of the ministers. 
Soon after, the government did a rewrite of the change of use system, because they 
said they needed reform in that, after, of course, they had got the million dollar gain. 
Conveniently, the Labor Club managed to slip it in just in time. Rather than pay the 
$1,080,000 that would have been applicable for their 36-apartment building had it 
been done today, they did not pay a cent. 
 
The Labor movement is a major property developer. They have established spin-off 
companies to do their developments. It says so pretty clearly in the Labor Club’s 
annual report. The purpose of the wholly owned company is “to acquire property 
and/or undertake property development”. But if we need verification, I guess we 
could contact Wayne Berry, who is now a property developer, given that he is one of 
the two directors of the development company doing the 36 apartments in Braddon. 
At the same time as the government talks tough about property developers, the Labor 
Club is in effect a property developer themselves. One might say that is corrupt but, if 
not, it is a horrendous double standard. 
 
At the same time as the Labor Party is talking tough about gambling, at the same time 
as they move to end the greyhound industry, those opposite continue to profit, through 
their party, on the back of poker machines. The guaranteed winner in Charnwood, in 
Stirling, in the city or in Belconnen is the Australian Labor Party. Every one of their 
campaigns was funded through poker machine money. And yes, the money now 
comes through the 1973 Foundation but it has really all come from pokies.  
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What is more, the 1973 Foundation, the company established to take the pokie profits, 
spend their money in Sydney. They buy properties in Canada Bay. Many millions of 
dollars have gone from the Labor Club into the 1973 Foundation and then back to the 
Labor Party. The Labor Party keeps getting the jackpot, whilst also being the regulator. 
  
Earlier this year you might recall that I released information that the Labor Club spent 
$528,000 acquiring even more poker machines from the Italo Australian Club. 
Unfortunately, I can reveal that the Labor Club are back to their old tricks. They have 
purchased even more poker machines. Tucked away on page 40 of their annual report 
is mention of a $300,000 payment to the Australian-Croatian Club Ltd for gaming 
licences. The gaming empire on Chandler Street is growing. They talk tough about 
poker machines but in actual fact they are growing their empire. 
 
The rural leases acquisitions keep happening. They include numerous blocks in 
Belconnen, Kambah, Stromlo, Tuggeranong, Wallaroo Road and elsewhere. Does 
anyone know what the strategy is for these purchases? How is it that tens of millions 
of dollars can be spent without a strategy, without direction? How does anyone know 
whether we are getting a good deal for the tens of millions of dollars that the 
government is spending? How is the government going to manage the weeds, the 
fences or the infrastructure or assets on these properties? Or perhaps they are allowing 
people to have 10-year rent-free leases on these sites as well. Who knows?  
 
Unfortunately, many purchases have been done with just one valuation. Despite the 
fact that very few rural properties change hands in the ACT and despite the fact that it 
is not a mature market and is very volatile, the government uses only one valuation. 
This is bad practice. To the best of my knowledge, this goes against the rules and 
requirements for every other state government in the country.  
 
The Chief Minister signed a direction about how land is to be acquired in the ACT. It 
is called the Planning and Development (Land Acquisition Policy Framework) 
Direction 2014 (No 1). It has systematically been flouted. Despite my raising the 
alarm bell on this issue, it persisted for months and there were acquisitions even after 
I raised the alarm bell on 5 November 2015. We know that the LDA board did not 
make all the decisions and that ministerial notifications, or chief ministerial decisions, 
were ignored on many occasions. 
 
However, I can now say that I believe that there was another breach. The acquisition 
guideline states: 
 

Government agreement is required for any acquisition by the LDA that results in 
a cumulative annual total of $20 million in acquisition being exceeded. The 
cumulative annual total means all acquisitions within a financial year—1 July to 
30 June. 

 
This means that the government cannot spend more than $20 million without cabinet 
approval. 
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For 2015-16 I believe that there was $27 million worth of money spent on property 
acquisitions by the Chief Minister’s agency. Therefore, the $10 million Huntly 
property purchased from Sydney-based Consolo Ltd may not have complied with the 
rules. This is outrageous. This is not necessarily the fault of the sellers but the Chief 
Minister’s agency that was appallingly asleep at the wheel or did so deliberately. The 
ambivalent approach to spending taxpayers’ money is absolutely outrageous. What is 
more, that $10 million purchase for that one-of-a-kind property was done with just 
one valuation. To the best of my knowledge, the valuation was an approximate as well. 
 
The government laid out the red carpet for the Woden Tradies. Not only were there 
lease variations but also there was the car park deal. Despite the fact that the car park 
was only partially utilised, they assumed 100 per cent payment rates and 100 per cent 
occupancy rates for the car park. The result: the Tradies made a major windfall. The 
Tradies picked up coins out of those parking machines like they had hit the jackpot on 
a pokie machine inside. Now the club has been sold for $16 million, and that is more 
money into the coffers of the Labor movement. 
 
The issue of Glebe Park has been well documented. The Canberra Liberals were 
vigilant in raising this issue. Had it not been for our questions on notice, title searches, 
FOIs and committee inquiries, this might have just flown under the radar. Let us not 
forget that there was a formal valuation of $1 million but the government paid 
$4 million. This block, coincidentally, features in the grand plans for the new casino 
complex released just weeks after the government did the deal on this very block. 
What a coincidence! 
 
It was revealed that Andrew Barr had signed and double-ticked a note which said that 
Aquis have rights to block 24 section 65. In response to my questioning and 
presentation of this document, Mr Barr said: 
 

So it may well have been, Mr Coe, that I have confused the blocks. 
 
He said that on 27 September. In question time he said: 
 

I assumed that, as the section number was the same, the block referred to the 
adjacent block. 

 
I asked: 
 

There are no documents that exist to say, “By the way, the brief was wrong”? 
 
Mr Barr said: 
 

There are no documents that exist to that effect. I will check the record as to 
whether that particular error in terms of the block and section has been formally 
corrected. 

 
It can now be revealed that Mr Barr misled the Assembly. He said he was confused. 
He said that there was a “particular error in terms of the block and section”. In actual  
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fact, the brief had the right block and section. The casino was talking about that block 
and section. The Director-General of the Environment, Planning and Sustainable 
Development Directorate has now sent the public accounts committee a letter saying 
that the block and section were correct.  
 
Now we have evidence that the ACT government acquired the Glebe Park block at 
about the same time as the casino was interested in it. In May 2015 the Chief Minister 
received a written brief discussing this Glebe Park block. The same month he met 
with Aquis about their proposal; yet there are no minutes available of that meeting. It 
was in the same month, and the following couple of months, that the deal to purchase 
this very block took place. We need an ICAC. 
 
Regarding the CFMEU headquarter in Dickson, it is a sorry story. The situation is as 
follows: we know that a week after Andrew Barr became Chief Minister the 
ACT Labor government secretly purchased the CFMEU headquarters for $3.9 million. 
We know they did a deal on 16 December and settlement occurred on 19 December. It 
was a little Christmas gift from one comrade to another. 
 
The backstory is even worse. The government would have you believe that it was a 
land swap. However, it does not look like a land swap to me. It is just three separate 
transactions that all favour the CFMEU. The government would have you believe that 
the Tradies won a tender to buy a car park and then the parties got together and the 
government conveniently decided to sell another block.  
 
How many other tenderers were given the opportunity to engage in a similar land 
deal? How many other tenderers could supposedly win a tender, and then say, “By the 
way, I won’t pay you for five years but instead you should pay me $4 million and, by 
the way, I’ll stay in the same building for another four years as well”? We need an 
ICAC to stamp this out. 
 
Firstly, the tender, I believe, was geared towards the Tradies. When a government 
released a site for a club next door to an existing club, who would buy it? Nobody 
would. Of course, the only person that would open a club next to the Tradies would be 
the Tradies. It is no wonder that a prized site in Dickson, despite 20 people expressing 
interest, returned only two expressions of interest. I am very curious to learn about the 
unsuccessful tenderer. A tender is awarded to the Tradies to operate a club next door 
to their own club and with the ability to build apartments on top. At that point, rather 
than pay the $3.2 million for that site, they convince the government to give them 
$4 million for another site.  
 
But for years the government had been planning out this eventuality. In 2010 the 
planning authority said: 
 

If the Tradies Club seeks to redevelop their site in the future, consideration 
should be given to incorporating the adjacent car park 

 
The ACT government even got a valuation in 2010 for the Tradies. The instructions to 
the valuer included: 
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The Canberra Tradesmen & Union Club are negotiating the purchase of the land 
to enable substantial redevelopment and replacement of the club facilities. 

 
That was two years before the supposed expression of interest. For years the 
government was planning to give the car park to the Tradies and they finally 
concocted a way. 
 
On 15 September 2012 expressions of interest opened. Before the expressions of 
interest had even closed the Labor Party had put in a DA to deconcessionalise their 
lease. On 20 December, a little Christmas present once again, the government said the 
Tradies had won the tender. On 23 February Simon Corbell came into this place and 
said that the Tradies can deconcessionalise their block. 
 
Following on from that, the Tradies conveniently sell another block to the government. 
They do not have to pay $3 million but they in actual fact get $4 million. What is 
more, the valuation was out of date. The valuation was done in April; it was valid for 
three months. It was 17 months out of date when the transaction actually took place. 
There were two scenarios and in actual fact they went for the one that favoured the 
Tradies the most. I will come back to that a little later.  
 
All in all you have the government planning a sale to the Tradies for years, a tender 
geared towards the Tradies, a deconcessionalisation application before the tender had 
been awarded, a sweetheart land sale that no other parties had access to, a valuation 
that was 17 months out of date and a valuation based on vacant possession, not for 
42 months.  
 
There are so many issues with this Labor government, whether it is by design or by 
mismanagement or by complacency or by corruption. Things have to change in 
Canberra. We do not have confidence in this government. The ball is now in the 
Greens’ court. Will they stand up for integrity or will they continue to give Labor a 
blank cheque? 
 
MR BARR (Kurrajong—Chief Minister, Treasurer, Minister for Economic 
Development and Minister for Tourism and Major Events) (10.22): I have now served 
in this Assembly for over a decade. In that time I have seen a few motions of this kind. 
None, including this one, has had any merit. This one, though, differs solely through a 
distinct lack of enthusiasm and competence from the opposition in bringing it forward. 
Let me be clear from the outset that I completely and utterly reject the opposition 
leader’s allegations. I reject them personally and I reject them on behalf of the 
government.  
 
I will shortly set out the facts on every issue raised by the Leader of the Opposition, 
but first I want to outline the positive agenda that we are here to implement. Just one 
year ago Canberrans rejected the opposition’s negativity and instead voted for a 
government they knew would support their lives and their choices and back them in. 
This government wants Canberra to confidently face the future, a future of health care 
where you need it, of world-class teaching and learning spaces and tools, well-paid 
and secure jobs, and a city powered 100 per cent by renewable energy. This  
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government stands on a proud platform of equality in our schools, in our health 
system and in our workplaces. This government believes in a public transport system 
that caters for a growing city, based around a citywide light rail network.  
 
As a government we have put integrity measures at the forefront of what we do. We 
took to the last election a proposal to establish an integrity commission, which is, of 
course, the subject of recommendations from the select committee established for this 
purpose earlier this week. We established the new Suburban Land Agency to deliver 
new greenfield residential estates and more affordable housing. We established the 
City Renewal Authority to deliver design-led, people-focused urban renewal that 
makes Canberra’s CBD a place that people want to be. We have supported the 
LGBTIQ community through a divisive postal survey period, and we look forward to 
a yes vote delivering a more inclusive and more equal country. We have delivered and 
will continue to deliver progressive government for our progressive community. 
 
I will now directly address each of the issues raised as the basis for this motion. In 
relation to Glebe Park, in September of 2015 the LDA purchased city block 
24 section 65 adjacent to Glebe Park. The LDA purchased this land because it had 
determined that the Coranderrk Pond stormwater facility would need to be moved 
from its current location to restructure Parkes Way, to improve water quality in Lake 
Burley Griffin and to progress the city to the lake project. The site near Glebe Park 
was identified as a suitable alternative. 
 
The then Land Development Agency’s CEO negotiated and authorised the sale and 
the LDA board was briefed after it had been concluded. While the Auditor-General 
determined that there was a lack of documentation and recordkeeping regarding sale 
negotiations—a finding the government immediately acted on—she did not find any 
evidence of fraud or corrupt behaviour on the part of LDA officials. 
 
Mr Coe interjecting— 
 
MADAM SPEAKER: Mr Coe, you were heard in silence. 
 
MR BARR: Aquis Entertainment does not hold any rights over block 24 section 65; it 
has never held a lease, a licence or any interests over part of this land. Aquis does 
have rights over the Glebe Park site block 16 section 65. This important point has 
again been reinforced by the Director-General of the Environment, Planning and 
Sustainable Development Directorate in a letter to the committee inquiry. In his letter 
he makes clear that the property rights referred to are those sought by Aquis but never 
granted by government. 
 
The government has released to the Auditor-General and the committee inquiry 
currently underway all relevant material regarding the LDA’s role. I have openly and 
willingly answered every question posed by members in this place and in the 
committee hearings now over several years. I instructed the Head of Service to 
immediately implement an independent review of the LDA’s activities and processes 
conducted by the former commonwealth Auditor-General Ian McPhee, and then the 
government implemented all of his recommendations. 
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In relation to Dickson land sales and acquisitions, in September of 2012 cabinet 
approved block 20 section 34 at Dickson—the car park between Woolworths and the 
Dickson Tradies—to be put to the market via a request for tender as a future 
development site. Two submissions were received in response. The then Economic 
Development Directorate negotiated with the highest bidder—the Canberra 
Tradesmen’s Union Club Ltd—and reached agreement on a final transaction that 
included the following elements: the Canberra Tradesmen’s Union Club would 
acquire block 20 section 34 for $3.498 million; the ACT government would acquire 
block 25 section 72 in Dickson and block 6 section 72 in Dickson for a total price of 
$3.955 million; the ACT government would pay the net difference between these 
transaction amounts. 
 
The decision to proceed with the transaction was made by the then Director-General 
of the Economic Development Directorate and the transaction was completed by the 
LDA. To ensure public car parking remained available during the development of the 
proposed new Coles supermarket on the other side of Woolworths in Dickson, the 
directorate and the Tradesmen’s Union Club agreed to defer settlement of block 
20 section 34 until the Coles development was completed. The parties also agreed that 
the occupant of block 6 section 72 could remain in place for a peppercorn rent period 
of 40 months in light of that settlement being deferred.  
 
The land has been acquired by government to address housing affordability and 
homelessness. Section 72 will be the site for Common Ground 2, an innovative way to 
help homeless Canberrans access dignified and supportive long-term accommodation, 
as well as new public housing. 
 
In relation to poker machines, the Labor Club is an independent organisation owned 
and controlled by its members. ACT Labor declares all donations and financial 
support in accordance— 
 
Opposition members interjecting— 
 
MADAM SPEAKER: Members of the opposition, your leader was heard in peace. 
This is a serious debate; give it the regard it requires. Chief Minister. 
 
MR BARR: Thank you, Madam Speaker. ACT Labor declares all donations and 
financial support in accordance with the territory’s stringent and transparent electoral 
laws. ACT Labor has not received any donations from the club since 2013. The 
government is working to reduce the number of poker machines across the territory 
and the harm they cause. The parliamentary agreement commits the government to 
reduce poker machine licences by almost 1,000 to 4,000 by 2020. We will be 
releasing legislation in the near future that outlines the mechanism to achieve this 
important goal, a goal that can hardly be considered to be giving favourable or 
preferential treatment to large club groups, including the Labor Club. 
 
ACT Labor’s former headquarters at 21 Torrens Street in Braddon is now the site of a 
residential development. No lease variation charge was paid for this project for the 
simple reason that the development did not require a variation to the site’s existing  
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crown lease. The opposition choose to ignore this fact. This application to vary the 
lease was lodged prior to the introduction of the lease variation charge and, therefore, 
the uplift in value of the lease was assessed under the former change of use charge.  
 
Under the former regime the costs of development, such as demolition and land 
contamination assessment, were taken into consideration when assessing charges. The 
Australian Valuation Office agreed with the private valuer that the before and after 
values of the lease were the same and, therefore, that no payment was due. Ministers 
had absolutely no involvement in the process. I am sure the irony will not be lost on 
members that the policy the opposition took to the last election was for the lease 
variation charge to be abolished, and yet they appear to want it to be applied 
retrospectively when it suits them. 
 
His next charge, relating to the memorandum of understanding between the 
ACT government and Unions ACT regarding procurement decisions, is laughable in 
its lack of understanding of the MOUs purpose and effect. Firstly, the MOU was 
established in 2005—yes, 2005. So this apparent conspiracy that I have orchestrated 
was signed before I was even a member of this Assembly. And for all the apparent 
mystery around it, it is a publicly available document readily accessible through the 
government’s procurement website. 
 
Revised in 2015, the MOU sets out the form of union consultation in regard to 
industrial relations and workplace health and safety issues as part of the 
prequalification and tender evaluation processes for ACT public sector procurements. 
Provisions exist within the MOU for the government to consult with Unions 
ACT about who has put in for a tender—just as we consult with a range of external 
organisations, including business organisations—and for Unions ACT to alert the 
government to possible wrongdoing by contractors.  
 
You have to wonder why it is that the Canberra Liberals are so opposed to the 
government checking whether companies are exploiting or underpaying their workers, 
many of whom are low paid and in vulnerable occupations. I can only assume that a 
Coe Liberal government would not care if workers were being exploited, even on 
government contracts. We will reinforce our ongoing commitment to workers in the 
ACT by bringing forward a local jobs code, meaning government procurement 
decisions deliver better outcomes for Canberra workers by ensuring that employers 
contracting with government adopt and hold high labour standards. 
 
The direct sale of a car park site to the Woden Tradesmen’s Club Union Association 
was agreed by cabinet in March of 2007. Cabinet also agreed that a final decision for 
sale would be determined by the Land Development Agency. The sale was to be at 
market value at the time of the grant of the lease and include a requirement for interim 
parking to be identified to replace spaces lost during any construction. 
 
A 2009 request for an extension of time to lodge a new development application was 
agreed to by the chief executive of the Department of Land and Property Services, 
with a DA approved in 2011. The sale of land was subsequently settled on 20 June 
2011, and the land was sold at market value based on three valuations for the site. 



2 November 2017  Legislative Assembly for the ACT 

4880 

 
Madam Speaker, what we have seen this morning is a stunt from the leader of the 
opposition, an exercise in smear over substance. To bring on a no-confidence motion 
is an overreach and it is staggering in its malice. I have treated this motion seriously 
because it is the most serious one that can be moved in this place. But this debate is 
the clearest sign of an opposition bereft of ideas and direction. 
 
The current opposition leader’s one idea in the last parliamentary term was to rip up 
the light rail contract. It was a political disaster for him and his then leader, and for the 
Canberra Liberal Party it was an act of lunacy that was rejected by the electorate. And 
as the last leader forced out by this hopelessly divided Liberal Party said on election 
night, “to argue against the tram was always going to be a hard ask,” and Mr Coe’s 
effort “has not been enough.” Yet his colleagues rewarded this stroke of political 
genius with the party leadership.  
 
As today’s stunt demonstrates, this current leader of the opposition is all about 
playing politics. He refuses to share with us and the broader Canberra community 
what he genuinely believes in because he knows how unpalatable his extreme 
conservative views are to our inclusive, progressive and welcoming city. That is why 
he refuses to explain exactly why he is so opposed to marriage equality, the only 
major party leader in this country in any state or territory to be so. Every other 
political leader in this country says yes, but this man says no. It is why he refuses to 
explain his continued opposition to safe and legal abortion. It is why he refuses to 
reveal his position on stage two of light rail. Instead, he seeks to hide his hard line 
conservatism behind smear and baseless allegation.  
 
I and every member of this government will continue to serve the people of Canberra 
despite the antics of those opposite. We will put Canberrans first over political point 
scoring. We have done so this week and we will continue to do so into the future. In 
my time in this place as a member, as a minister and as Chief Minister, I have always 
sought to put the interests of this city and its people first. One year into this term, my 
government is honouring our commitment to Canberrans and delivering exactly what 
we promised.  
 
In a democracy not everyone will agree with the government and our plans for this 
city. But last year’s election demonstrates that the majority of Canberrans share our 
vision for this city. They are proud of our community and they want their local 
representatives to be striving every day to make this city a better place. I thank my 
colleagues for their support in delivering a better Canberra, and I reject the opposition 
leader’s motion today. 
 
MADAM SPEAKER: Before I call Mr Rattenbury, I remind members of 
clause 10.74 of the companion to the standing orders: 
 

… Members can direct a charge against other Members or reflect upon their 
character or conduct only through a substantive motion which admits of a 
distinct vote of the Assembly.  

 
But it also states:  
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… although a charge or reflection upon the character or conduct of a Member 
may be made by substantive motion, in expressing that charge or reflection a 
Member may not use unparliamentary words; 

 
I also recognise that this is a serious and emotive debate, but I ask that people have 
respect and regard for the gravity of this and allow members to be heard with the 
respect and regard the matter requires.  
 
MR RATTENBURY (Kurrajong) (10.39): As I said in my brief remarks last week, 
the Greens have looked at this matter closely and we have looked at each of the 
specific issues that Mr Coe flagged in his press release. I will address each of those in 
turn in my later remarks. The basis on which we have judged our response to this 
motion is what is spelt out in the parliamentary agreement. That publicly available 
document is clear. The Greens will not support any no confidence motion, except in 
instances of proven corruption, gross negligence or significant non-adherence to the 
agreement or the ministerial code of conduct. 
 
That document is framed in that way to be clear. We have a clear desire for stability in 
government, but our support for government is not unconditional. We, of course, will 
not stand by and allow corruption or other inappropriate conduct to occur. Equally, we 
will not simply bring down a Chief Minister in response to a political attack by the 
opposition.  
 
We know that is part of the business of this place. The opposition will inevitably seek 
to cast the government in the worst possible light. The judgement we have to make is 
whether this is part of the usual rough and tumble of politics or something more 
serious and substantive. That is the basis on which we have made our decision. We do 
not believe there is proven corruption in this case. 
 
On the issue that Mr Coe has pointed to most clearly, the Dickson land deal, the 
Auditor-General has not yet even reported. The matter has rightly been handed to an 
independent oversight body so that we can get an objective finding and get beyond the 
political manoeuvring that is the feature of this place. With the Auditor-General’s 
work not even yet complete, it is hard to avoid the feeling that this motion today is 
more about politics than proven evidence.  
 
A motion of no confidence is the highest civil action that can be brought against a 
Chief Minister here in the Assembly. It is a serious action and I think Mr Coe has 
stepped over the mark in thinking that dropping in a short phrase about the 
government’s engagement in corrupt decisions without providing the evidence is 
sufficient for the Assembly to stop everything and ponder his proposal. 
 
Madam Speaker, there have not been many no confidence motions against chief 
ministers since self-government. This is the 12th, as far as I am aware, and the third in 
the nine years that I have been in this place. This motion asks every single member in 
this place to reflect on the actions taken by the Chief Minister, examine the evidence 
before us, and make a decision as to whether the Chief Minister has in fact lost the 
confidence of an absolute majority of members of the Assembly. 
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If you look at the motion before us today, we do not believe there is much to base a 
decision on. Having listened to Mr Coe on ABC Radio last Thursday morning after 
having lodged his motion on Wednesday evening, I understood at that time that 
Mr Coe said he was still gathering the details on which he wanted to hang the motion. 
This makes it very difficult for other members to know exactly what we are supposed 
to be judging the Chief Minister on. 
 
Let us be very clear here. The ACT Greens are the first to actually want to ensure that 
the ACT is responsibly managed and governed. We want the highest levels of 
integrity, scrutiny and accountability possible whilst still running a highly functional 
government. We put transparency at the very front of our decision-making and have 
put actions on our words for over two decades in this place. 
 
When it comes to improving the processes of this place, and of this government, I 
think you will find, Madam Speaker, that the Greens have a solid history and legacy 
of improvements to integrity and transparency measures to show. These include the 
FOI reforms, which will bring our legislation from one of the worst in the country to 
what we believe will be one of the best. This will not be commencing until next year 
because the public service are preparing for it.  
 
I know that they are now having to reform all their processes and websites so that they 
can start the push model, making sure that so many of the things that have to be 
FOI-ed now will simply be uploaded for the public to see as a matter of routine. It will 
apply the public interest test to each and every item requested for release, with only 
the very minimum of exceptions, exceptions that were largely added to by the other 
parties in this place. 
 
The Greens called for an integrity commission as a key priority when we launched our 
election campaign in the middle of last year. We were pleased to see the other parties 
in this place also pledge that they would support a commission too, and as we all 
know, we now have a parliamentary agreement item which led to the committee, 
which has reported this week. I look forward to the commission being established as 
soon as practical. I look forward to seeing it as soon as practical.  
 
The Greens also brought forward legislation to establish the Auditor-General, the 
Ombudsman and the Electoral Commissioner as officers of the Assembly rather than 
having them sitting under other directorates and having their budgets decided by the 
executive. 
 
I do not want to bore the Assembly with the details of numerous other reforms that the 
Greens have pushed through the Assembly on committees and reporting processes. 
They have all been about making the Assembly more accessible to the public and 
ensuring greater levels of scrutiny. These are the sorts of integrity measures our 
community expect of us here in this place. 
 
Coming back to the motion before us today, we do not believe that there is much to 
judge the Chief Minister by, based on the motion. I will rely on the media release 
Mr Coe put out last week to construct our discussion today. There are a number of  
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areas Mr Coe is prosecuting. They are, of course, the same issues that he identified in 
his budget speech in June and which he spoke about then instead of actually debating 
the substance of the budget. 
 
There is a feel that this motion was about creating opportunities to say key phrases 
like “corrupt capital” and to talk about the need to clean up Canberra. But when it 
comes to the detail, the content is sorely lacking. I presume the local Liberals are 
using the same communications advice as Mr Abbott a few years ago in the period 
when he could speak only in three word slogans such as, “Stop the boats,” “Axe the 
tax,” “Lifters not leaners” and so on. The problem in a place like the ACT Assembly, 
and for a motion like this, is that the details do matter.  
 
Let us go into the detail about some of the issues in Mr Coe’s media release. I will 
work through each of them. The problems with the Land Development Agency’s land 
purchases at Glebe Park flag serious questions. The Greens have raised similar 
concerns about some of the Land Development Agency’s land dealings, particularly 
the $25 million buying spree of properties on the western edge of Canberra with no 
community consultation, no support from the planning agency and no government 
agreement to a broader strategy supporting the purchases. 
 
But the question we have to ask is: does lack of strategy actually equal corruption? I 
do not think that the community has that understanding. We have supported the 
Auditor-General examining those issues and will continue to support our integrity 
agencies doing those investigations. The Auditor-General’s first report was alarming, 
and she is now doing more investigations. Importantly, thus far there have not been 
any findings of corruption. There were definitely very sloppy processes in place 
within the LDA and in some instances simply no process at all. This is clearly 
unacceptable. 
 
In fairness to the Chief Minister, his response has been strong. The Land 
Development Agency has been abolished. The two replacement agencies have 
completely different boards without any of the local industry links that people were 
concerned about with the LDA board. New chief executives have been put in place 
and these are also outsiders. There are now new internal arrangements within the 
government that separate land development functions from economic development 
functions. 
 
The Dickson Tradies land swap is another of Mr Coe’s points. The problem with this 
one is that it is very hard to know whether or not the issues are real. On the one hand, 
we know from Glebe Park that the LDA had serious issues and that this is a 
complicated deal that seemingly has not worked out the way it was intended. On the 
other hand, every time anyone mentions a union, the Liberal Party gets into a frenzy. 
That makes it extremely hard to know what is the real integrity issue and what is just 
union-bashing. What we can definitively say is that the Auditor-General is looking 
into the deal, as I touched on earlier. I think it is quite appropriate that we wait for the 
Auditor-General to report as an objective oversight agency on matters like this.  
 
Mr Coe suggested that through its connection with the Labor clubs, the Labor Party’s 
indirect ownership of poker machines is an integrity issue. Now, the Greens are the  
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first to point out that poker machines are addictive, manipulative and cause harm for 
some members of our community, and we have campaigned to reduce the number of 
poker machines in the territory. But this is not what Mr Coe is complaining about. 
Even though we do not think it is ethical, we cannot see any inherent corruption issue 
with the ownership of poker machines by a political party. Again, we invite Mr Coe to 
present any evidence of a specific corruption issue rather than a general notion that he 
does not like the arrangement that is in place. 
 
We are also very happy to have a conversation with the Liberal Party about further 
measures to control poker machines in this territory, but until now they have been the 
champions of the poker machines remaining in place and unfettered. I also note that 
the government has committed to a program of harm minimisation across all venues 
in Canberra. I welcome that. All the changes to date—whether it be the poker 
machine trading scheme, the introduction of ATM and EFTPOS limits, or the 
increases in the problem gambling assistance fund levy—have been applied equally 
across all clubs, regardless of their relationship with ACT Labor. 
 
The ACT Labor Club’s headquarters in Braddon is not a corruption issue as far as the 
Greens are aware. Mr Coe has made claims that it was a dodgy deal on land tax but 
has provided no specific evidence to that effect. I encourage him to provide us with 
any solid evidence that he has on this. Even better, as I have already said in regard to 
the Dickson Tradies, that information should be provided to the Auditor-General, the 
police or other investigation agencies.  
 
The Liberal Party consistently raises the issue of the government’s MOU with 
Unions ACT. We have looked closely at the MOU and we consider it a benign 
document. There is nothing sinister about it; it actually probably improves the 
procurement process. It is plain from reading the MOU that its intent is to ensure that 
government procurement appropriately emphasises workers’ rights and workers’ 
safety. Probably about 90 per cent of the MOU reiterates the existing laws and 
procurement requirements that already operate in the ACT. 
 
I have met with the officials in government who work in procurement. The MOU does 
not require them to do anything they should not. They follow the laws of the territory 
and all the correct processes and procedures. All the MOU requires is that the 
government consult with Unions ACT. The same information is available to other 
stakeholders as well. Unions ACT provides any useful information they have. The 
decisions are still made properly through the procurement framework according to the 
law. There is no union veto. That is simply a construct of the Liberal Party that I think 
besmirches the professional and law abiding officials who work in ACT procurement. 
 
The Woden Tradies car park is item 6, the last dot point on Mr Coe’s list. We have 
spent some time trying to work out what that issue is about. The details have been 
scant. I have listened to what Mr Coe had to say today. That is more information than 
we had previously. We will look at that, but that certainly does not seem like a 
corruption case at this point in time. 
 
Opposition members interjecting— 
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MR RATTENBURY: As I said, earlier this week, we tabled a report that will aid the 
establishment of an anti-corruption integrity commission here in the territory. Whilst I 
should not respond to interjections, we have been very clear that there are two reasons 
why we think that should be put in place. One is that there are people in the 
community who have questions and they should rightfully have a place to take them 
so that they can be fairly judged by people with adequate powers to do that judgement 
properly. The second reason is a preventative mechanism to put a chilling effect on 
anybody who is thinking of undertaking corrupt behaviour because they know the 
prospects of being caught will be higher than ever. 
 
Once it is established, I expect that a number of the seemingly unresolved matters that 
are being talked about in the community will be referred for a thorough investigation. 
That is certainly why I and all members of the committee have proposed such strong 
powers: it is so the commission can do the job that needs to be done to give our 
community confidence that if there is the threat of corruption in this town it can be 
thoroughly and properly investigated. 
 
As I said at the beginning of my remarks, our parliamentary agreement with Labor, 
which is a publicly available document for all to see, stipulates that we will not 
support motions of no confidence unless there is proven corruption or gross 
negligence. As I have outlined, we do not consider that the points raised in Mr Coe’s 
media release or those he has further spelled out today fall into either of those 
categories, and certainly not a case of proven corruption. On that basis we are unable 
to support this motion today. 
 
MR WALL (Brindabella) (10.52): This motion that has been brought forward here 
today by the Canberra Liberals is a very serious one. A motion of no confidence in the 
Chief Minister is not something that is frequently brought before this Assembly, and it 
is never brought here through a decision that is taken lightly. As Mr Coe stated, this is 
a serious motion with serious implications. However, what we have seen so far from 
Mr Barr in his reply is a complete inability for self-reflection; a man devoid of the 
ability to take any responsibility for the serious shortcomings of his leadership of a 
government that has lost its way.  
 
However, the case brought here today is a case that highlights corruption of power 
and undue influence. As Mr Coe has reiterated, corruption is more than criminal 
conduct; it is more than matters that can simply be investigated by the police.  
 
As has been noted on numerous occasions in this place, there is no need for a 
reminder that ACT Labor has been in power in this town for a long time. Faces may 
have changed but the underpinning culture and the legacy of previous Labor 
governments remain evident on the benches opposite and in the culture of how they 
go about doing business. The culture is one of arrogance and contempt; contempt for 
those who dare to disregard the Labor decision-making process and that of their 
political apparatchik; that is, the union movement.  
 
The longevity of a Labor-Green coalition in one form or another has created a legacy. 
Canberra is a small town, and we often refer to something we call the “Canberra  
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factor”, that is, the connections that are formed in this city through business and 
personal relationships. People do mix in similar circles in this place and Canberra is 
also an intrinsically political town. Therefore it goes without saying that after what 
will be almost 20 years in power at the end of this Assembly, the Labor Party’s reach 
is visible. Former staffers are everywhere and are seen to be reinvented as public 
servants, and often find top-level jobs within peak industry organisations. Former 
political journalists become Labor staffers. The reach is long; the connections are 
deep. This phenomenon in itself is not corrupt in the criminal sense but it leads to an 
indoctrination of poor culture. 
 
The longstanding relationship between the Labor Party and the union movement has 
corrupted the way in which political decisions are made, business is conducted and 
the future of the city is determined. It is important to note that there is a small portion 
of the union movement that are pulling the strings within the ACT Labor Party and 
this Labor government. These individuals do not represent the majority of union 
membership in the ACT; that goes without saying. But the minority are loud and they 
are forceful. This minority call all the shots, control the preselections of those 
opposite and are the beneficiaries of many corrupt taxpayer-funded deals. This control 
compromises all those members opposite who form this Labor coalition government, 
headed by Mr Barr.  
 
This control is seen publicly in many forms. For example, we know that ACT Labor 
MLAs need permission from the unions before attending certain industry group 
meetings and functions. Chief Minister Andrew Barr has not denied that his fellow 
Labor MLAs need to seek permission from the unions before attending events such as 
the Master Builders Association annual dinner, a demand that was made by 
UnionsACT. Not one Labor member was in attendance at a function hosted by the 
Master Builders Association recently. The event was an annual event that is 
community based. This particular event was hosted in conjunction with OzHelp, who 
have the objective of raising awareness of mental health issues and how industry can 
work together with other stakeholders to prevent suicide. It is worth remembering that 
this snub came at a time of celebration of an organisation that was established jointly 
with their union friends in the CFMEU and the Master Builders Association. 
 
Another example is that of how this government is going about communicating and 
engaging with other stakeholder groups—the greyhound industry, ClubsACT and now 
the MBA. It seems that ACT Labor deem it appropriate to pick and choose whom 
they meet with, regardless of their position in the Canberra community, just because 
they do not agree with Labor policy; or, more accurately, do not entirely agree with 
Mr Barr himself.  
 
This corrupting influence prevents a government from working in the interests of all 
Canberrans. This undue influence works internally as well. In 2015 there was yet 
another example of unions having significant, corrupting influence over 
ALP preselections when the ACT’s longest serving Labor minister was relegated to 
third on the left faction ticket, a faction heavily controlled by unions such as the 
CFMEU and United Voice. This turn of events was enough to see the second most 
senior ALP member, the deputy leader of the government and longest serving 
ALP MLA, pull the pin on their career, and has since seen the ascension of Ms Berry  
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to the Deputy Chief Minister role. There is no secret that she is in fact currently the 
darling of the union movement. 
 
The ability of UnionsACT to dictate to the government who should effectively be 
hired and fired is a gross misuse of influence and a stark reminder of exactly how 
much power is exerted over members of the Labor government, and particularly those 
who sit on the front bench, under the leadership of Mr Barr. 
 
Recently, UnionsACT have turned their sights on the deputy director of Access 
Canberra. They are accusing him of “hindering unions”, which, in their view, is a 
reason to be sacked. We know that the memorandum of understanding between 
UnionsACT and the ACT government gives the power of veto to unions when it 
comes to the procurement of goods and services. This means effectively that if you 
dare to disagree with the unions, you do not get a look-in for government contracts. 
This control has been no more evident in recent times than in the handling of school 
cleaning contracts.  
 
Examples of this are rife, and the fear of recrimination for many in the business sector 
is real. Speaking publicly of the corruption racket that occurs in this town can have a 
far-reaching effect. Many businesses in this town have been made or broken based on 
the level of union support that they have displayed.  
 
This is the situation in the ACT. Those who dare to disagree with a government policy 
or Labor party directives will be punished while their supporters, seemingly, as has 
been evidenced, get favourable treatment. The so-called party of the worker is more 
focused on backroom deals benefiting union bosses, to the detriment of workers and 
employers.  
 
As I mentioned this has been no more evident than in the recent repackaging of works 
for school contract cleaning. Many local contractors were left unable to compete for 
the work that they have done in some cases for decades, because works packages were 
resized to suit only large national companies—the same companies who sign union 
agreements. The result of this, I am led to believe, is a significantly greater cost to 
taxpayers, backroom deals for unions and benefits paid through the EBAs that these 
companies have entered into.  
 
These examples of undue influence are all an indictment of the leadership of this 
Chief Minister. This is a serious motion with serious consequences, backed by serious 
evidence. The fact remains that this motion will not succeed without the support of the 
Greens. Mr Rattenbury, in his comments here today and publicly, has displayed many 
of the characteristics of a delusional parent, unwilling to take responsibility for the 
misbehaviour of their young one. In this instance Mr Rattenbury is simply unwilling 
to even acknowledge that the government that he has supported now for two terms 
could possibly do anything wrong. 
 
I think Mr Hargreaves has put it most aptly in saying, “Do you think Shane 
Rattenbury would do himself out of a job? Yeah right!” 
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MS BERRY (Ginninderra—Deputy Chief Minister, Minister for Education and Early 
Childhood Development, Minister for Housing and Suburban Development, Minister 
for the Prevention of Domestic and Family Violence, Minister for Women and 
Minister for Sport and Recreation) (11.01): Well, my goodness; what a dummy spit 
this has become. Those opposite have moved perhaps the most serious motion that 
can be moved in this place. They have made some very serious allegations without 
any foundation whatsoever. It is an epic dummy spit, an irresponsible use of standing 
orders, and it reflects very poorly on each of them. 
 
Let us go back to Wednesday. What happened then was disappointing but not 
surprising. It was the day when the capital city of Australia—the nation’s capital, our 
home, the place I have enormous pride in, the city that the Chief Minister, Andrew 
Barr, has enormous pride in—was not only recognised in Lonely Planet but was 
placed in the top three cities in the world to visit—the top three, Madam Speaker. 
While the rest of us on this side of the chamber were beside our Chief Minister, 
Andrew Barr, cheering our city on for this outstanding achievement, there was not a 
single peep of positivity from those opposite, with the exception, I believe, of Ms Lee. 
They just could not bear it. It was too much good news for the opposition to handle.  
 
Again it is not surprising. There is a long list of achievements where the response 
from the Canberra Liberals has been just so glib: record tourism growth, a recession 
avoided—despite the efforts of federal Liberals—international flights, jobs growth 
throughout the economy, a fairer tax system and a balanced budget, export 
connections from Canberra to all over the world, and, the one which perhaps gets 
them the most, a rolling list of ACT government policies and programs which stick up 
for people who rely on their government to work for equality, inclusion and fairness. 
  
What is the other constant here apart from the Liberals and their carping? It is the 
leadership of Andrew Barr. So it is particularly disappointing for me to be standing 
here today to debate such a flimsy, baseless, time-wasting motion against the Chief 
Minister. It is disappointing because we have so many other things of great 
importance that we could be debating that have real impacts on the lives of Canberra 
people. 
 
The Chief Minister has literally spent years encouraging investment in and 
recognition of this city, long before it was fashionable to do so. The achievements that 
we have made now—the exceptional economic success of recent years—are a 
testament to his work. His leadership as minister and his response when shortcomings 
in the Land Development Agency were identified are also there for all to see. Most 
notably, on 29 September 2016 ACT Labor committed to the establishment of a new 
city renewal authority—a commitment now delivered. 
 
What was the Liberals’ policy? If they were so offended by the activities of former 
officials of the LDA then what was their policy? Was it informed by Mr Coe’s own 
personal ties with the property industry; ties only disclosed many months after he 
began this line of attack? What an incredible double standard. 
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Nonetheless I feel the need to set the record straight on a number of technical issues 
which the opposition does not seem to understand in relation to the government’s 
work in this area. Let us look at how the government has managed this issue. The 
government took the Auditor-General’s report into certain LDA acquisitions and 
responded by agreeing to everything that she recommended. The government, led by 
the Chief Minister, accepted all seven recommendations contained in the 
Auditor-General’s report.  
 
The opportunities for improved governance were acknowledged and acted upon 
immediately by the government and the former Land Development Agency. 
Executive ownership and accountability for governance was embedded through the 
LDA’s governance executive committee, chaired by the deputy chief executive officer. 
A dedicated governance function was established to develop and oversee delivery of a 
comprehensive program for the business as a whole. Centralised core business 
processes were implemented in relation to valuations, requesting legal advice and 
records and data management. Training and education sessions were conducted for 
LDA staff on instructing valuers, fraud prevention and ethics, records management, 
financial delegations and procurement. Guidance material and working instructions 
were developed and provided to staff in relation to record keeping, requirements for 
briefing the LDA board in relation to land acquisitions, the process for amending or 
seeking advice on the land acquisition policy framework and the use of compulsory 
acquisition under that framework. 
 
The government has taken opportunities at annual report hearings, estimates hearings 
and in making ministerial statements to update the Assembly on how the 
Auditor-General’s recommendations have been addressed. It is a thorough response, 
initiated by the Chief Minister and now continuing in both our portfolios through the 
City Renewal Authority and the Suburban Land Agency. 
 
Indeed it was ACT Labor, led by the Chief Minister, which, prior to the 2016 election, 
committed to the establishment of two new entities that would enable dedicated focus 
on the significant task of shaping the future of this city within the boundaries of our 
civic centre and through the expansion of our suburban communities. 
 
This decision was a commitment given to the community and delivered upon through 
the passage of the City Renewal Authority and Suburban Land Agency Act 2017. The 
act passed, reflecting the decision by this Assembly as to the soundness of the 
framework established by the act, including the appointment of independent 
governing boards that are directly accountable to the relevant responsible minister for 
the performance of the entity in the pursuit of the government’s expectations and 
directions. There was specific inclusion of a duty of good conduct which board 
members owe to the responsible minister in addition to those obligations and 
responsibilities for board members that arise under the Financial Management Act 
1996 and the Public Sector Management Act 1994.  
 
There was the creation of a dedicated office of the chief executive officer for each of 
the agencies and the authority, ensuring a clear and direct single line of accountability 
to their respective governing boards. Annual direction setting by the responsible  
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ministers is achieved through a legislative statement of expectation for the City 
Renewal Authority and a similar administrative direction for the Suburban Land 
Agency. There is the requirement for the responsible minister to present a quarterly 
report on land acquisitions that occurred in the previous quarter, including any 
valuations for the land. There is the requirement for the government to issue its own 
direction setting conditions on the acquisition of land by either the authority or the 
agency. The Suburban Land Agency exercises specific functions only with the 
approval of the responsible minister. 
 
In relation to the City Renewal Authority, the government’s statement of expectation 
commenced on 8 August 2017 and the authority’s statement of operational intent was 
approved by the Chief Minister and commenced on 27 October 2017. Having both of 
these instruments as notifiable instruments and publicly available on the legislation 
register provides openness and transparency as the City Renewal Authority 
implements its program of works. 
 
As the Minister for Housing and Suburban Development, I wrote to the Suburban 
Land Agency informing it of the government’s expectations for it as it delivers new 
suburbs and revitalises established suburbs, including in relation to the operation and 
performance of the board based on the principles of accountability, transparency and 
participation. How the Suburban Land Agency meets these expectations will be 
included in its statement of intent under the Financial Management Act 1996. 
 
The boards of each entity have now been appointed, and have established audit and 
risk committees as required by the act. This process was conducted transparently and 
with full engagement with the Standing Committee on Planning and Urban Renewal. 
Chief executive officer recruitment processes have concluded and the new appointees 
bring expertise and experience from outside the ACT public sector. 
 
As part of the administrative arrangements that came into effect on 1 July 2017, a 
number of land development policy and governance functions were moved into the 
Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate. These 
arrangements reinforce the government’s commitment to the governance oversight of 
the two new entities, and ensure a clear delineation between the policy and delivery 
arms of land development. 
 
The new arrangements provide a single point of access for industry and the 
community to understand and engage with the government on matters related to the 
planning and development of the city and suburban centres. This work will embed a 
strong governance and quality improvement culture across the directorate, the City 
Renewal Authority and the Suburban Land Agency. 
 
Further, a portfolio project governance committee with executive representation from 
the directorate, the City Renewal Authority and the Suburban Land Agency is 
overseeing the ongoing program of governance activities. Key areas of focus include 
consolidating governance systems and frameworks for performance monitoring, risk 
management and compliance assurance; adapting project management governance to 
the new environment, including standardising frameworks, methodologies and 
monitoring systems; standardising document control and records management,  
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including the rollout of an electronic document and record management system; 
updating operational policy and procedure on matters such as land transactions, due 
diligence and sales and marketing; and training and information for staff on key 
governance issues, such as instructing valuers, fraud and ethics, records management, 
financial delegations and procurement. 
 
The list of actions that the government has taken under the leadership of the Chief 
Minister is significant and it was important that I laid them out again for the 
opposition so that they got the chance to understand it, take it in and reflect on what 
the government has actually done. 
  
The government has very frankly stated that we will always be looking for 
opportunities to strengthen probity and governance related to land development. We 
have actively and openly participated in every scrutiny process and forum. We have 
done so without the support of the opposition, without any constructive input from 
them at all. But that is how they roll. 
 
I will go briefly to the UnionsACT MOU. This seeks to ensure that public money 
goes to ethical employers, to ensure that government contractors provide safe working 
environments and to ensure that workers are paid award wages.  
 
Mr Wall mentioned cleaning contracts in his statement. Let us not forget that some 
employers, unfortunately, do not do the right thing. Recently, it was reported in the 
Canberra Times that a director of a cleaning company transferred assets to his wife on 
the same day that the court ordered him to pay $300,000 owed to cleaners employed 
by the company that he was involved with. That is exactly the kind of thing that this 
government wants to avoid. 
 
Opposition members interjecting— 
 
MS BERRY: It is great to hear so many passionate interjections and the obvious 
support for low paid workers in this town from those opposite.  
 
Mrs Jones interjecting— 
 
MS BERRY: I am very sorry but the fact is—and I hate to break it to the Liberal 
Party—that, unfortunately, history tells us that not every employer, left unchecked, 
will honour these community expectations. Mrs Jones interjects, but she should know 
better. Mrs Jones has had experience working as an official with the shop distributive 
association in Tasmania, so she has experience with what an organised union can do 
to support the rights of low paid workers in retail. It is great to have so much 
passionate interjection from Mrs Jones, a former union employee in Tasmania. 
 
Mrs Jones interjecting— 
 
MADAM SPEAKER: Mrs Jones, please. 
 
MS BERRY: As we let government contracts, the duty of care this government owes 
to every subcontractor and employee is that all of the standards around employment  
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are met. Unions have an important role to play, and Mrs Jones knows that. If the 
Liberal Party think that this is corruption then the challenge for them is to walk 
outside this room, make that claim without the benefit of parliamentary privilege, and 
back it up. 
 
Despite this pretty lame motion here today from the opposition, the government’s 
offer remains: if you ever decide that you truly want to pursue the opportunities that 
are before our city, the city that this side of the chamber talks up at every opportunity 
we get, you can join our team. It would not be so hard but you are just going to have 
to grow up. This motion is without maturity, foundation or any respect for the 
Assembly, and it should be voted down as such. 
 
MS LAWDER (Brindabella) (11.15): This motion of no confidence in the Chief 
Minister has come about today because of the corruption of decision-making 
processes by this Labor government. Under this Labor government Canberra has 
become the corrupt capital. 
 
It is my understanding that since self-government there have been only nine motions 
of no confidence in a Chief Minister, so it is not something taken lightly. It is not a 
political stunt; it is a decision taken after a lot of consideration. I ask every member 
here to think carefully about what we are discussing today. You all probably 
remember the quote “Evil flourishes when good men and women do nothing”. This is 
your opportunity to reflect on that.  
 
I believe that this Labor government have conducted themselves in many ways that 
have not shown integrity and have eroded trust. It is not just us saying this. I reflect on 
the Auditor-General’s report. The Auditor-General was scathing of this government in 
her review of the LDA’s purchase of certain blocks. The Auditor-General was so 
alarmed about how the LDA and this Labor government have conducted themselves 
that she is now undertaking two further investigations into rural land acquisitions and 
Dickson land deals, and that is only two inquiries that we know of. 
 
My colleague Mr Coe has previously gone through six areas where this Labor 
government have shown clear evidence of corruption: first, the government’s paying 
$4 million for a block of land next to the casino, despite a valuation saying it was 
worth $1 million; second, the ACT government buying the CFMEU headquarters in 
Dickson for $4 million, then allowing the CFMEU to rent it back for $1 per year, 
payable on demand; third, the Labor Party’s indirect ownership of around 500 poker 
machines; fourth, the Labor Party not paying a dollar in change of use charges for 
their Braddon apartment development; fifth, unions being given veto powers on 
ACT government contracts; and sixth, the government signing a deal to give parking 
revenue to the Woden Tradies, and the very favourable terms of that deal. 
 
Those are six separate issues and six connections with an ACT Labor government 
giving favours to itself or its mates. Members here will remember that when the 
public accounts committee was trying to set up an inquiry into the LDA dealings and 
certain land purchases, Mr Pettersson attempted to delay it. He attempted to set up 
another committee to probe into allegations that Mrs Dunne overstretched when 
providing information to the media. The committee had already decided that that did  
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not impact on its work. So what we saw was Mr Pettersson trying to stop an inquiry 
into the LDA and the corrupt Labor cultural practices, led by this Chief Minister. It 
was an attempt to distort the public accounts committee investigation. It was to 
protect their mates. 
 
This might not be criminal, but corruption is more than criminality. It is the very core 
of the rotten state of affairs that this ACT community finds itself in with this 
government. Many people feel that corruption is a victimless crime. I disagree. 
Corruption affects many people; in fact corruption affects us all. It has a human cost. 
Corruption affects us in the ACT, each and every one of us. Each person is affected 
by the higher taxes they may be charged so that this Labor government can pay off 
their friends and pay off the unions.  
 
However, this Labor government certainly has changed a few individuals’ lives 
negatively. I will speak about some of them today. These are some that are already on 
the public record, to respect the privacy of other people. I will talk about some who 
gave evidence to the public accounts committee in the very committee inquiry that 
Mr Pettersson tried to stop. 
 
I will start by talking about Jim Seears. Jim was the owner of the paddleboat business 
on the lake. He said he was driven to the brink by negotiations with the LDA over its 
attempts to close his business. I found it so hard to watch his evidence, and I hope 
others did too. Explaining his torment to the committee hearing last month, he said: 
 

I burnt everything … Because I was at the point of suicide at one stage over the 
way I was being treated by the LDA. 

 
“I was at the point of suicide,” he said. The Chief Minister has led a government that 
bullied and humiliated Mr Seears to the brink of suicide. This is not good enough. The 
average person in the street would expect that their elected government would treat 
local small businesses better than this.  
 
I would like to talk about Tim Xirakis, the former city to the lake project director. The 
Labor Party says it stands up for workers, but when a worker stands up to the Labor 
government they get sacked. Tim was told at 4 pm that he had to be gone by 5 pm on 
9 September 2015. At 5.01 pm his calendar and contacts had been removed and his 
email stopped. 
 
He said the officials: 
 

… probably spent more time telling me about my confidentiality requirements 
than explaining why, after four years in multiple roles, I was being what felt like 
unceremoniously dumped. 

 
When asked why he had been sacked, Mr Xirakis said he had no idea. He said: 
 

I could only assume … Something I knew and brought up somewhere had really 
spooked someone and they thought the best course of action to deal with that was 
to remove me. 
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This is arrogance and contempt at its worst from this government, to destroy this 
man’s livelihood because he might have known something. It is a bit like a mafia 
mentality, is it not? You find out certain information; you will get knocked off. This is 
a racket of protection, a racket of looking after yourself, by a systemic boys’ club in 
the Labor culture. 
 
I would like to talk about Mr Spokes Bike Hire. Jillian Edwards and Mr Shanahan 
purchased the business in November 2006 for $480,000 plus bikes worth $20,000, so 
the purchase price was around $500,000. The business ran for 10 years before the 
LDA purchased it in 2016, after two years of negotiations. 
 
The owners of Mr Spokes said they were proud of what they had done. They had great 
reviews. They had great accolades and reviews on TripAdvisor, and they were often 
rated very highly compared even with the War Memorial and Questacon as one of the 
great family things to do in Canberra. I have done that with my kids over the years. 
 
For a husband and wife team, this was a great achievement. That was until this Labor 
government decided they wanted that land for the city to the lake project. After 
initially threatening to compulsorily acquire the land for a price far less than the value 
of the business, the government in 2015 told them they could stay put while 
development went ahead around them. The government taunted the couple by writing 
in a letter, “The LDA no longer needs to pursue the acquisition of your crown lease” 
and—how lovely—“a level of noise and other disruption will be unavoidable,” a bit 
of bullying by the government. 
 
Sadly, this was not the only example of bullying towards Ms Edwards and her 
husband, Mr Shanahan. Ms Edwards told the public accounts committee that when 
negotiations seemed to be going nowhere she contacted the Chief Minister’s office. 
Her husband then received a phone call later in the day from a staffer of the Chief 
Minister. He said: 
 

He raised his voice and he said, “If you don’t agree to sit down and meet with the 
LDA, things are going to get a lot tougher for you.” 

 
Wow. That was from a staffer in the Chief Minister’s office. Ms Edwards became 
visibly distraught while giving her evidence to the public accounts committee as she 
recalled how she was treated by the public servants and the Chief Minister’s advisers, 
saying: 
 

… you could come to the conclusion that there was a bit of malicious intent in 
there at times.  

 
That is pretty disappointing from this government. The people of Canberra expect 
more. The issue eventually was only resolved when someone phoned Ms Edwards out 
of the blue and offered to represent her. What we have seen here is the ACT Labor 
culture of mates getting each other’s backs. It is systemic. It is pervasive. If you want 
a good outcome in this city, you have to be part of the gang. Mr Wall has already  
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spoken about those who are now, unfortunately, according to this Labor government, 
outside the tent. They are not in the gang anymore. 
 
I will give you one other example: that of the Federal Golf Club, who are on record as 
saying they left ClubsACT to join Canberra Community Clubs because they thought it 
would assist with the approval of their development application. Plus residents 
participated in what they thought was a sham consultation with the outcome a fait 
accompli. These are ordinary Canberrans who are so negatively impacted by the 
actions of this government. 
 
Corruption is different from criminality. For example, just because someone pays to 
attend a dinner with a minister might not make the minister change his or her mind 
about a development or a land acquisition. But you can bet your boots it will make 
that minister answer their phone when that person rings. This Chief Minister would 
not only answer his phone but also take them out to dinner, use public funds to buy 
their property for $4 million and rent it back to them for $1.  
 
Only on Tuesday, Mr Rattenbury, as Chair of the Select Committee on an 
Independent Integrity Commission, handed down the unanimous report into the 
introduction of an ICAC in the ACT, which recommended that the ACT introduce the 
New South Wales definition of corruption, which does not limit corruption to that 
which is a criminal offence. 
 
We in this chamber must hold our standards high. The community quite rightly expect 
a high standard from our politicians. Sadly, as we all know, the estimation of 
politicians in the eyes of the public has slipped considerably in recent years. Just 
because no charges have been laid with respect to certain dealings does not mean they 
did not happen, and does not mean they were not wrong. 
 
For example, the other day while driving into work I heard a news report on the radio 
that said a New South Wales organised crime squad report had been released. The 
report stated that New South Wales police had found that there were organised crime 
figures supplying NRL players with drugs and prostitutes in exchange for insider 
betting information, an illegal act punishable by up to two years jail. 
 
Police had said there was no doubt several NRL players had passed secret information 
about injuries and positions to professional gamblers, but said they would not be 
pursuing criminal charges. It was here that I could not help but notice the parallels. No 
one is arguing that these things did not happen. No one argued that, in the NRL case, 
information was not supplied to organised crime gangs. No one argued that players 
had not received drugs and prostitutes in return. But this is the point. The point is that 
your average footy fan, when they sit down on the couch to watch Friday night footy, 
would not expect that to be happening. The average citizen would not expect dodgy 
deals by this government to be taking place either. 
 
Corruption is different from criminality. When someone undertakes corrupt activities 
it does not mean they will be found to have committed a criminal offence. Those who 
say, “If this Labor government is corrupt, why haven’t police laid any charges?” must 
remember that. Corruption does not mean that criminal charges will be laid every time.  
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Our standard here should not have the same threshold as the standard to lock someone 
away for a significant period of time. We must hold a higher standard for our leaders. 
The community rightly expects higher standards. (Time expired.) 
 
MR GENTLEMAN (Brindabella—Minister for Police and Emergency Services, 
Minister for the Environment and Heritage, Minister for Planning and Land 
Management and Minister for Urban Renewal) (11.30): The only lack of confidence I 
have is in Alistair Coe. Will he be able to keep his leadership after this embarrassing 
stunt? Don’t worry: we do not want him to go; we want him to stay there. I would be 
very happy with that. He is doing a fantastic job for the Labor Party. I would like him 
to stay there right through to 2020, maybe even 2024. 
 
I speak a little bit about contrast. On the one hand, we have the Chief Minister’s 
strong record of working for and delivering for Canberrans. In contrast, there is an 
opposition leader and his relentless cavalcade of negativity and mediocrity. Let me 
say again very clearly: the only lack of confidence I have is in the Canberra Liberals 
and the opposition leader. 
 
I urge Canberrans to continue reflecting on the Liberal negativity, as indeed they have 
done for the past five elections in a row. The motion we are debating this morning is 
nothing more than grandstanding from the opposition, who clearly favour stunts like 
this instead of genuine policy debate. 
 
In contrast, the leadership and record of Chief Minister Andrew Barr, whose 
government I am incredibly proud to serve in, is evidenced for all to see. Right now 
there is a confidence and optimism in Canberra that is palpable. To see this, you need 
only look at the growth and creativity being unleashed. We have become a city that is 
being talked up around the country and the world. We have a Chief Minister who is 
leading the charge in taking Canberra to the rest of the country and the world.   
 
What is more, our schools, hospitals and emergency services are world class. We are 
the world’s most liveable city with a natural environment that is second to none. Civic, 
Tuggeranong, Gungahlin and Belconnen are booming, Woden stands at the brink of 
transformation with light rail stage 2, and our other suburbs retain their garden 
character that we all love.  
 
Our businesses and universities are growing, innovating and creating jobs. We are 
leading the country in tax reform and reforms like 100 per cent renewable energy. 
This is due in no small part to the unstinting passionate and effective leadership and 
advocacy for Canberra by our Chief Minister, Andrew Barr. Labor’s approach and 
record have been endorsed by Canberrans in the past five elections. In contrast, the 
Canberra Liberals have remained resolute in their inability or unwillingness to put 
forward a comprehensive and achievable agenda. That can hardly have escaped their 
attention, given they are sitting on the opposition benches. 
 
In my long experience and many and varied careers, I can think of few, if any, more 
effective leaders than Chief Minister Andrew Barr. What we are seeing from him as 
Chief Minister is a prime example of leadership in action, articulating a clear and  
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comprehensive vision, pursuing a vision with vigour and getting results that are 
benefitting all Canberrans. 
 
Contrast the Canberra of 2017 to the Canberra of 1997, when our community and our 
economy were hammered by the public service cuts of the Howard government. It 
was the first time in history that house prices in Canberra dropped. The territory has 
come a long way since then. Compare this to the Canberra of 50 years ago, when we 
really were just a big country town. It is no longer. If the opposition leader cannot see 
this, he really is operating in a parallel universe of right wing conservatism. 
 
What the rest of the territory sees is a city that Canberrans are proud to call home; a 
city that is intentionally focused; and an attractive destination for tourists, students 
and investors.  
 
It will probably escape the opposition leader’s attention, but stunts like the motion 
today do nothing but undermine the great work that so many Canberrans—particularly 
in our businesses, tourism and education sectors—are doing to encourage investment 
and visitation in Canberra. When the opposition leader stands up here and hurls 
unsubstantiated and misleading allegations, he harms the confidence being built in our 
great city. 
 
Again, the contrast between the Chief Minister and the opposition leader is stark. 
While the opposition leader was dreaming up this motion, the Chief Minister was in 
the United States, talking up Canberra, encouraging investment in the territory and 
explaining the benefits of doing business here. He was inspecting work on our major 
transport investment, the light rail project, which is already transforming our city. 
 
I touch briefly on the urban renewal outcome that the government is progressing in 
Dickson. The section 72 site in the heart of Dickson will be home to a new Common 
Ground and new public housing, as the government works with the community on a 
new plan for the site. As such, this site will provide a great outcome for Canberrans 
who need a helping hand, including through supportive and public housing. As the 
Common Ground development in Gungahlin has shown, this is a great model for 
providing secure and affordable accommodation and support services to Canberrans 
in need. 
 
The government purchased blocks 6 and 25 of section 72 in Dickson in 2012. The 
precinct is within easy walking distance of the Dickson shops, the Dickson pool and 
the first stage of light rail—a perfect spot for social housing in the territory. The 
purchased blocks, along with other land in the precinct, is large enough to combine a 
mix of uses, including community facilities and private homes, in addition to the 
planned social housing. The government will soon begin consultation with the 
community on what they would like to see. 
 
It is important to note that the sale and purchase arrangement allowed the government 
to secure ownership of two key blocks of land to consolidate a significant urban 
renewal site, while ensuring the public car park on block 30 section 34 in Dickson 
would remain available to the public while other significant development works took 
place in the area. In summary, the sale and purchase of these blocks in Dickson is  
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facilitating a positive urban renewal and community support outcome in Canberra’s 
north. 
 
As I have noted, Canberra is booming. As I outlined earlier, I am proud to serve in 
this government and to serve our Chief Minister, Andrew Barr. I am proud of our 
track record and resolute in our commitment to continue delivering for all Canberrans. 
 
MR HANSON (Murrumbidgee) (11.37): I welcome this motion because it shines a 
light on what is going on with this government and in this town. Those opposite have 
sought to turn this into a public policy debate. They are talking about issues like 
abortion and tourism, equity, international flights and tax reform. Let us be very clear 
what this is about today, and that is what lurks beneath: power, money and corruption. 
 
It is a money-go-round. It is public money—through sweetheart deals, land deals and 
pokie money—which goes to the Labor Party and the CFMEU and is then recycled 
back into the pockets of Labor and Greens parties politicians through political 
donations. It is not just the Canberra Liberals saying this. I will turn to that shortly. I 
will give just one example. Mr Coe has outlined the evidence very well. This is one 
example where the CFMEU get $4 million in their pocket and are then allowed to stay 
in a property for $1 a year.  
 
Let us put that in context with community standards. The Woden Valley RSL has just 
moved into a small part of the old school in Holder. They are paying $40,000 a year. 
Across this town there are many community organisations, charities, members of our 
community that have to rattle a tin on the weekend to raise money. Each of them is 
paying tens of thousands of dollars a year. But this mob and their mates pay a dollar. I 
repeat: they pay a dollar. 
 
These sweetheart deals are achieved through the power of the grip that the factions 
and the CFMEU have on pre-selections. All of you across there know it. You are the 
beneficiaries of it. You can smile at me, Mr Pettersson—you know it more than most. 
 
It is not just the Canberra Liberals saying this. I refer to what Kevin Rudd, the former 
Labor Prime Minister, said. He said that the Labor Party should “sever ties with the 
CFMEU, given the evidence of corruption, bullying and law breaking”. Bob Hawke, a 
well-respected former unionist and Prime Minister of this country, said, “It is just 
appalling. I wouldn’t tolerate it.” Judges have said that the CFMEU “had contempt for 
the law” and were trying to “usurp parliament”. We see the usurping of parliament 
here through the actions of the CFMEU aligned with Labor Party members in this 
place. 
 
Let me turn to former Chief Minister—the longest serving Chief Minister of this 
territory—Mr Jon Stanhope, who had been crusading for reform to what he sees 
clearly as corruption. He talked about the power of the unions on the party. He said 
that it has “corrupted the party”. That is a quote from Jon Stanhope: “corrupted the 
party”. He talked about rorting. 
 
Again I quote Jon Stanhope who, when talking about the Labor Party in an article, 
said, “… has seen it become the plaything of a handful of union-based factional  
 



Legislative Assembly for the ACT  2 November 2017 

4899 

leaders”. We are seeing that play out through the corruption of particularly the 
CFMEU. What did Mr Stanhope say about that? He said: 
 

The ALP— 
 
as in this mob opposite— 
 

will insist that it was ‘them’— 
 
as in the unions— 
 

that were at fault, not ‘us’, when in fact they are in reality ‘us’. 
 
You only need to listen to the maiden speeches of most of those members opposite to 
see whom they are beholden to. Mr Stanhope has gone further. He said that the first 
investigation of our new corruption commission should be into the ALP and its links 
with the CFMEU. This is Jon Stanhope saying this. This is not Alistair Coe saying it; 
it is Jon Stanhope who said: 
 

The CFMEU is not just affiliated with the ACT branch of the Labor Party, it is 
the most powerful and influential organ of the party. 

 
I would imagine that at least half, if not more, of the Labor members of the 
ACT Legislative Assembly owe their preselection to the CFMEU. 

 
I think it inevitable that the Assembly select committee into the establishment of 
an independent integrity commission will recommend such a commission be 
established. If so, I can see, particularly in light of the position adopted by the 
government in relation to Clubs ACT, that the first inquiry— 

 
I repeat: the first enquiry— 
 

it undertakes will be into the relationship between the ACT government and the 
Labor Party and CFMEU group of clubs. 

 
That is what Mr Jon Stanhope, the longest serving Labor Chief Minister of the 
ACT, said. 
 
It is not just through the pokies and the land deals that they are making money. It is 
not only Mr Wall raising concerns but also industry groups. The Master Builders 
Association have stated that they are deeply concerned about the integrity of the 
ACT government’s tendering processes. They have gone further and described the 
government’s set up of an MOU as looking to legislate for “a three-way process that 
involves a union tip off and pay off”. That is from a respected industry group. They 
go further:  
 

Their huge wealth— 
 
again, I hear scoffing from across the chamber— 
 

and power has been built on forcing Canberra’s construction industry into the 
woefully anti-competitive pattern agreements that delivered $1.2 million in direct 
profits to the CFMEU ACT …  
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That was in 2013-14 alone. Again: this was an industry group. 
 
The ACT Civil Contractors Federation president, Peter Middleton, estimated that the 
effect of the MOU just on a single project—that is, light rail—would mean taxpayers 
were paying “$40 million to $80 million more than they should”. I repeat: 40 to 
$80 million more than they should. A Canberra Times editorial described this 
MOU and said, “The deal between the state government and UnionsACT just does not 
smell right.” And it doesn’t. 
 
That goes to how this government ultimately funds itself: on the back of pokie profits. 
There are the land deals and all those sweetheart deals that bring in millions, but it is 
the pokies that bring in the tens of millions into this government. Mr Stanhope said 
that the money that they get from their pokie empire is “morally unacceptable”. He 
said it is “morally unacceptable”, and it is. We have members like Gordon Ramsay 
opposite who come in and lecture us about gaming reform but, as we all know—this 
community would agree with Jon Stanhope—what you are doing is morally 
unacceptable. I again quote Mr Stanhope: 
 

The Labor Party should not be in a position where it’s perceived as owning poker 
machines and facilitating gambling. 

 
That is what you are doing. As I said earlier this week, Canberra is the only 
jurisdiction outside tin pot African dictatorships where the party of government and 
their union-affiliated mates own a pokie empire, profit from that and then regulate that 
industry; get the money from that into building luxury apartments and funding their 
own political success. 
 
This is not isolated to the Labor Party. The Greens, as we know, are significant 
beneficiaries of the pokie money from the CFMEU; $50,000 went to the ACT Greens 
in one single donation. 
 
It is unethical and it has corrupted this party. This Labor Party has been corrupted. 
This party of government has been corrupted as a result. This is on the back of the 
misery of problem gamblers in places like Charnwood. Mr Ramsay should know that 
this Labor Party is profiteering from poor families. 
 
Although Mr Stanhope has campaigned on this issue, you can get an insight into the 
culture of this party. Last year the president of the ACT Labor sub-branch in Dickson, 
who is a member of the CFMEU, was charged with blackmail. He was stood down. 
He was replaced by another CFMEU official as the president of the Labor Party 
sub-branch, who was also facing court action. 
 
The media were flabbergasted and, when asked questions about this by the ABC, the 
response of the secretary of the Labor Party to these very serious concerns—charges 
that I believe led to convictions for blackmail—was this: “If we started throwing 
people out of the Labor Party for fines, we probably wouldn’t have many members 
left.” That is what the leadership of the Labor Party thinks. That is the standard that 
the party of government sets for probity in this town: that if we were to throw out  
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people in the Labor Party who were facing court action and fines, there would not be 
many members left. That is your secretary. That is the secretary of the Labor Party 
who says that. Mr Pettersson over there continues to snigger. 
 
This is not just isolated to the political arm of the party. We see the infection spread 
into this place. We saw it last year, Madam Speaker, when you were previously the 
police minister. The Chief Police Officer came into this place to brief the police 
minister on ongoing investigations into the CFMEU. The CFMEU had been 
investigated by the police. There was a briefing provided to the police minister on 
those investigations. That was then leaked from the former police minister’s office to 
the CFMEU. Let me quote—there are numerous quotes on this—from the Australian: 
 

ACT Police chief Rudi Lammers said the leaks had occurred early last year, and 
came to police attention in April, when they became aware of a conversation 
between Ms Hawthorne— 

 
the former police minister’s chief of staff— 
 

and CFMEU ACT Secretary Dean Hall, believed to have been recorded by trade 
union royal commission investigators. 
 
Mr Lammers said police had found evidence of “ongoing releases of 
information” throughout the latter half of last year. 

 
That is the sort of behaviour that led to the police minister’s resignation and infects 
this government. 
 
I commend Mr Coe for bringing this motion forward and shining a light on what is 
corrupt conduct. Let me be very clear: this is a government, a party, which is 
profiteering from the misery of problem gamblers through a massive pokie empire. 
That is corrupt. 
 
This is a party, a government, legislating and governing, providing information 
through back channels on behalf of themselves and their mates. That is corrupt. This 
is a party, a government, doing sweetheart deals, property deals, which financially 
benefit themselves as ALP members and their mates through the CFMEU. That is 
corruption. 
 
I commend this motion to the Assembly. 
 
MS FITZHARRIS (Yerrabi—Minister for Health, Minister for Transport and City 
Services and Minister for Higher Education, Training and Research) (11.50): I am 
very proud to be part of this progressive government, this good government, with a 
positive plan for renewal across our city and our suburbs, a government committed to 
equality and giving everyone a chance—a government of integrity and openness with 
the Canberra community—and proud especially to serve under this Chief Minister 
who has proven himself not only to his colleagues but to the Canberra community 
over multiple elections, including one as Deputy Chief Minister and one as Chief 
Minister just over a year ago. Indeed, it was an endorsement of a member and a leader  
 



2 November 2017  Legislative Assembly for the ACT 

4902 

who has achieved for his electorate and our community for 11 years. He has proven 
himself as a representative, a policy leader, a passionate advocate for issues close to 
the hearts and lives of so many Canberrans and perhaps one of the most influential 
shapers and leaders of our city. 
 
We know that Canberra is the fastest growing most progressive city in Australia, with 
health and education systems and infrastructure the envy of many Australian 
jurisdictions, with strong economic growth, secure jobs, a budget returning to balance 
after some exceptionally challenging times and outstanding tourism numbers. Indeed, 
as has been noted, we have just been named the third most attractive city in the world 
to visit, an accolade talked about and talked up around our country but notably, as the 
Deputy Chief Minister said, met by a wall of silence from those opposite. They just 
cannot bear the success of this city under this government, a united team behind a 
strong Chief Minister.  
 
It is no accident that the success of this city is reaching its peak under the leadership 
of Andrew Barr. His leadership is testament to his personal character and the trust he 
has of his colleagues and the community, his willingness to put himself out in our 
community, to lead change, to listen to all voices in our community, to respond when 
mistakes are made. This is a hallmark of all effective leaders. 
 
No government, no leader, no human being is perfect, and any political discourse that 
assumes this does a disservice to us all, to our roles as representatives and to this 
institution. But what sets leaders apart is their ability to stand up for what they believe 
in, to take risks, to listen, to work with others, to achieve what needs to be done, to be 
decisive when something is not working and when things need to change, to bring 
colleagues and the community with you towards a shared goal of making our city and 
our community a better place, to take our city to the country and to the world. There is 
no-one better placed to do that than Andrew Barr, and I, and all of my colleagues, 
stand behind his leadership: leadership with integrity.  
 
This government’s commitment to good governance has been unprecedented. Our 
achievements have occurred in the context of a good and well-run government with a 
clear vision and clear values, led by the Chief Minister.  
 
The Chief Minister and the deputy have thoroughly and comprehensively addressed 
the issues raised by the opposition. The opposition have ignored the facts. They have, 
indeed, ignored the Auditor-General’s findings. The opposition leader even considers 
his own efforts today in this place superior to those efforts currently underway by the 
Auditor-General. They have ignored the actions taken by the Chief Minister and 
outlined in detail by the Deputy Chief Minister. 
 
Our commitment to open government is clear, with cabinet outcomes, government 
data sets and significant amounts of material made available online. There has been an 
unprecedented level of access to material such as reports being made to this larger 
Legislative Assembly, as it should be. 
 
Community engagement and transparency in decision-making are paramount. As the 
Chief Minister said before and after the election, we are working hard to further build  
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our expertise in community engagement to make sure that major decisions are 
underpinned by genuinely representative information about what our whole 
community really thinks. Our first citizens jury into compulsory third-party insurance 
is a good example of this.  
 
Ministers are rightly subject to extensive scrutiny, including questions without notice, 
appearances before committees including budget estimates and annual reports 
hearings, and responding to questions in the chamber. Far from the opposition’s 
claims about the ACT, the ACT maintains an extraordinarily high level of credibility 
nationally and internationally. We have led the nation on many issues: tax reform, 
social inclusivity and domestic violence response, just to name a few. 
 
Let us not forget that just over a year ago voters in Canberra endorsed the ACT Labor 
Party, giving us the highest number of first preference votes at the ACT election and 
allowing us to form government together with the ACT Greens Party. In contrast, 
there was a larger swing against the Liberal opposition. 
 
What we see here today is immature, irresponsible and disrespectful. We saw just last 
week how seriously the Canberra Liberals really took this move—members opposite 
laughing openly about this motion, likening it to a choice between Mr Hanson doing a 
fitness class and a no-confidence motion—and again as recently as yesterday 
chortling about it in the chamber like children. It bore out their real motive: to get a 
headline. They actually think it is a joke. They were unprepared and do a deep 
disservice to the Legislative Assembly and to the community by their actions.  
 
It is not a joke. It is the most serious motion this Assembly can consider, with one of 
the most serious accusations an opposition can make. But we should not be surprised. 
Colleagues, we have seen this before: a relentless campaign that starts as a whisper of 
slogans and mistruths and slowly builds to a crescendo of negativity and fear, the 
most orchestrated piece of sophistry you could imagine. It is opposition for 
opposition’s sake, relegating every other issue into one narrow prism, doing a 
disservice to every other aspect of policy or service delivery to meet the needs of 
people in our community. And make no mistake, we have seen similar campaigns 
federally by the Liberal Party. It is Canberra’s version of dog whistling, fear 
mongering, because all this opposition knows is how to play politics. 
 
It is reminiscent of a replay of the case against light rail and notably, because the 
opposition are now utterly stranded on their position on light rail, it is, of course, 
likely to dominate their term. And since just over year ago, with the resounding 
response from our community, what we have seen mostly from this opposition is a 
glimpse of what a Liberal government would look like. 
 
They are clearly anti-union. Most simply put last week by the shadow minister for 
small business and industrial relations when, in response to a charge that the 
opposition are anti-union, he gleefully shouted, “Hear, hear!” That means that the 
opposition are proudly anti 33,000 Canberra working people and their families: city 
services workers, schoolteachers, CIT teachers, nurses, ambos, public servants, bus 
drivers, librarians, construction workers and more. We know clearly where this 
opposition lie: anti-union, anti-women’s right to choose, anti safe schools for our kids.  



2 November 2017  Legislative Assembly for the ACT 

4904 

 
I know that not all members opposite feel this way and, indeed, I respect all their 
views, even those that I do not agree with, but all Canberrans must know how divided 
this opposition is, how incapable they will be, just like their federal counterparts, of 
having any ambition or vision for our city or our community and that, no matter what, 
they cannot put forward a united front because there simply is very little that unites 
them.  
 
Today’s motion is a revealing act of desperation as cover for a party that has nothing 
to offer one year out from an election which they comprehensively lost, an opposition 
that mocks members in this chamber for a mispronunciation, who are not interested in 
hearing answers, on the one hand treating it like it is all a game and on the other hand 
accusing the government of the most serious actions. 
 
The opposition has overreached. The opposition leader has misused his position to 
make one of the most serious and unfounded allegations he could make against a chief 
minister. The Chief Minister has strongly addressed and refuted those allegations, 
which the opposition continue to ignore. When this debate is over, I look forward to 
working with my colleagues and the community, getting on with the job of delivering 
what we promised for Canberrans under the leadership of our Chief Minister. 
 
MR RAMSAY (Ginninderra—Attorney-General, Minister for Regulatory Services, 
Minister for the Arts and Community Events and Minister for Veterans and Seniors) 
(12.00): Madam Speaker— 
 
Mrs Jones interjecting— 
 
MADAM SPEAKER: Sorry, minister, just resume your seat for a moment. 
Mrs Jones, no conversation and interjecting across the floor. Minister Ramsay has the 
floor. 
 
MR RAMSAY: Madam Speaker, last week the opposition was quoted as saying, 
“Enough’s enough.” They may be about the only two words that have been spoken in 
this whole area with which I can readily agree. Enough is enough. It is time for us as 
an Assembly to move beyond the stunts and to move beyond the desperation that is 
now being regularly peddled by the Canberra Liberals.  
 
A motion of no confidence in the Chief Minister is the most serious that can be 
considered by the Assembly and yet, two days after giving notice of the motion, the 
current Leader of the Opposition said that he was still putting together the materials 
on which they would rely. We have seen question time used this week as a desperate 
grab to obtain documents which amount to little more than a fishing expedition.  
 
This is not a motion for a person to move and then go hunting for information to back 
it up. Canberrans deserve higher respect than that. And yet, respect is not something 
which has been afforded to the people of Canberra by the Liberals. In this place we 
have an opposition that does not believe in evidence or policy. 
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I note that throughout the debate the volume has been increasing at times across the 
chamber. There is clearly an inverse relationship between the evidence and the 
volume, because there is no policy, no evidence upon which to base this. There is no 
policy that the Canberra Liberals have in relation to women’s health. They are closing 
their eyes to the evidence of what policy achieves.  
 
They are desperate to work around the Assembly and the sovereignty of the territory 
regarding people’s health and pill testing. They are internally conflicted and confused 
when it comes to considerations of electronic gaming machines and gambling. The 
current Leader of the Opposition continues to insinuate that this government cannot 
engage objectively with the clubs. 
 
The Canberra Liberals’ repeated assertion that the government is conflicted because 
of the Labor Club gaming machine revenue is misplaced, it is misunderstood and it 
misrepresents reality. Gaming machine revenue is collected as a tax. It goes into 
consolidated revenue, which of course funds schools, hospitals, roads, public transport, 
rubbish collection, mowing, parks, city services, the justice system. 
 
Opposition members interjecting— 
 
MADAM SPEAKER: Can you resume your seat, please, Mr Ramsay. Ms Lawder, 
you were heard in silence, I think, as were you, Mr Wall, but you are not providing 
silence for Mr Ramsay at the moment. Mr Ramsay. 
 
MR RAMSAY: Madam Speaker, city services, the justice system, the arts—I could 
go on. This is revenue like any tax that is necessarily collected to fund the city that we 
love and the lifestyle that we enjoy. But the realities of running an economy elude the 
opposition, probably for obvious reasons. The facts are clear: this government is 
working and working hard to reduce harm.  
 
But the opposition spokesperson for gambling constantly seeks to water down any 
steps designed to reduce the negative impact of gambling in the territory. Madam 
Speaker, I draw to your attention that the assistance package for clubs that this 
government has initiated is aimed primarily to assist small and medium clubs. Neither 
the Labor clubs nor the tradesmen’s clubs qualify for that assistance. There is no 
preferential treatment. 
 
The Labor Party’s relationship with the Labor Club is transparent. There is nothing 
hidden about it. The Labor Party has not received donations from the Labor Club 
since 2013. And, more importantly, decisions about the club’s gaming machines and 
its income are not made or directed by the Labor Party. The club is an independent 
organisation owned and controlled by its members. All donations, as the opposition 
well knows, though may well choose to ignore, are reported as part of the electoral 
donations regulations.  
 
The allegation that this government is conflicted on this is entirely unfounded when 
you look at the policy that we have on gaming machines. In addition to the casino 
legislation, which we will be debating later, which prioritises acquisitions from small  
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and medium clubs, gaming machine numbers across the sector will go down in this 
term of government.  
 
We have also already this year increased the problem gambling assistance fund, we 
have imposed EFTPOS withdrawal limits and we have committed to reviewing the 
community contributions scheme. We are asking the clubs to contribute, as our 
partners, to the harm reduction agenda. And we are engaged with all clubs and all club 
representative groups in this important work.  
 
The claim that there is a credibility issue simply does not stack up against the reality 
of what government is doing. But, again, evidence does not seem to be the concern of 
the Canberra Liberals. As serious as this motion is, or at least as it should be, the 
reality is that we are seeing a desperate opposition that has simply used this motion to 
cloud, to obscure and to avoid the truth. 
 
The truth is that this government, under the Chief Minister, Andrew Barr, is and has 
been working for the benefit of a strong, vibrant, healthy and just Canberra. And the 
opposition is simply working hard to reduce itself to a shadow. I oppose the motion. 
 
MS STEPHEN-SMITH (Kurrajong—Minister for Community Services and Social 
Inclusion, Minister for Disability, Children and Youth, Minister for Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander Affairs, Minister for Multicultural Affairs and Minister for 
Workplace Safety and Industrial Relations) (12.06): I, of course, rise to speak against 
the motion that is currently before the Assembly. As my colleagues have pointed out, 
few motions in this place have greater significance than a motion of no confidence. 
But the motion before us today does not reflect this fact. In fact, this motion reflects 
more on the integrity of those opposite than on this government or this Chief Minister. 
 
As Canberrans have come to expect from those opposite, this motion is driven purely 
by petty politics. It is moved by a leader of the opposition who has sunk to the level of 
innuendo, conspiracy and mudslinging. As we have seen over the past week, he has 
not been able to make a single specific allegation that is not rehashed overreach, as 
my colleagues have pointed out, particularly the Chief Minister who has rebutted each 
claim in detail. 
 
Instead, the Leader of the Opposition has been, and still is, relying on insinuation and 
smear in what appears to be a temper tantrum after the Chief Minister stood up to him 
in question time last week or, as the Deputy Chief Minister pointed out, after yet 
another good news day for Canberra under this Chief Minister; more good news that 
the opposition just could not bear to hear. 
 
I am not without sympathy for those opposite. I understand the constraints and 
frustrations of opposition. Nevertheless, I entered this place a year ago hoping for a 
more cooperative, constructive approach from all members of the Assembly. I figured 
that in a small chamber such as this, in a city where the population understands better 
than any other the realities and complexities of government, and after an election 
where a positive vision so clearly won out over carping negativity, the new opposition 
leader might try a new approach, that he might try celebrating Canberra’s 
achievements alongside us and talking about how we can work together to make the  
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city even better, that he might seek to work with the government on the things we can 
agree on, at least for the first couple of years, to show Canberrans that the Canberra 
Liberals could be a constructive force for good. 
 
Unfortunately, I was wrong. Instead, as a new member in this place, I have been 
constantly disappointed by the disingenuous approach taken by those opposite to 
pretty much every issue that has arisen. It has, in fact, taken me some time to come to 
terms with this. But, sadly, I am no longer surprised by the pettiness and partisan 
politicking that we see here today.  
 
It is clear that 16 years in opposition has left the Canberra Liberals without experience 
or understanding of government. At best they are misinformed, and at worst they act 
to wilfully mislead. We see it time and again in this place. Regardless of the facts, in 
fact often with complete disregard for the truth or the impact that they will have on 
people’s lives, those opposite engage in the confected outrage of a party devoid of 
ideas. And that is exactly what we see on display today: an opposition more interested 
in mudslinging than engaging in ideas. 
 
It is regrettable that we find ourselves in this place today having this debate rather 
than dealing with the issues that the people of Canberra are concerned with. On this 
side of the chamber we want to discuss the real issues. We want to discuss our plan 
for a stronger, fairer and more inclusive city, our investment in growing and 
diversifying Canberra’s economy to create more and better jobs—something the Chief 
Minister has championed over many years—and our vision for a city that is a great 
place to live, work and raise a family because we are a government with a vision for 
this city, a vision for a better future. 
 
In contrast, those opposite have no vision and no alternative. That is why they resort 
to the politics of wrecking and negativity. I have no doubt that Canberrans see and 
understand this. I have no doubt about that because last year’s election result made it 
clear. The Canberra Liberals are out of government because they are out of touch and 
out of their depth. They are more interested in disingenuous innuendo than 
articulating their alternative vision for our city. This is not the strategy of an 
alternative government or an alternative chief minister. It is not the way this place 
should be or should operate. 
 
I have on occasion seen the productive way of working that can be afforded by the 
closeness of this place. Rather than the confected outrage on display today, I 
challenge those opposite to reflect on the impact of their negativity on Canberrans but 
also on their own chances of ever getting into government. I challenge them to 
consider working constructively with us to deliver the best outcomes for Canberrans. 
The strategy of petty politics for the sake of politics is counterproductive and serves 
no-one well, least of all the Canberra community. 
 
MR PETTERSSON (Yerrabi) (12.12): Thank you, Madam Speaker.  
 
Mr Parton: Here we go. 
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MR PETTERSSON: I knew you would be looking forward to this, Mark. You are 
excited over that side today. It is good to see. There are some standing orders and 
conventions I am not entirely familiar with, but every single one of us knows the 
gravity of a motion of no confidence in the Chief Minister. That is why we are all 
sitting here today watching, apart from some of our comrades. 
 
Mr Wall: In your darkest hour, they are not there. 
 
MR PETTERSSON: Shane is at the back, so it could be worse. I will be honest: my 
heart skipped a beat when I first heard about this motion. My thoughts immediately 
went to wondering: “What could this be about? What justification does Mr Coe have 
for moving such a serious motion?” 
 
I can reassure you, Madam Speaker, that any nervousness I had quickly turned to 
amusement when I saw in the Canberra Times their terrible media release: no 
evidence, no facts, just a list of dot points. That is right: dot points, all of their crazy 
conspiracy theories in dot point form. When I was in high school, which was not that 
long ago, I had a teacher who told me, “If you’re ever running out of time in an exam, 
put your key points down in dot points.” I think it says a lot. Mr Coe has run out of 
time. He has resorted to dot points.  
 
Now as we all know, corruption is a very serious claim that needs serious evidence. 
Mr Coe appeared on ABC Radio last week. I do not think he was prepared for it. It 
was a bit crackly over the radio.  
 
Opposition members interjecting— 
 
MR PETTERSSON: I made an exception. I do not normally listen to ABC Radio, 
but for this I wanted to listen. Alistair Coe was asked directly, “If you have evidence, 
why not take that to the police? Is that not the most direct way to prove corruption?” 
Mr Coe responded, “Well, we certainly we have forwarded the information to the 
police.” When asked to elaborate on what information he had forwarded, Mr Coe 
refused to say, remarking, “Well, that is subject to a police inquiry.” Those are very 
serious words, Mr Coe. 
 
We later found out that this was all smoke and mirrors. There has been no police 
referral. He even confirmed this to Fairfax, saying that he had not forwarded any 
further evidence to the police other than the matter of the FOI, which was previously 
reported upon. It was an interesting turn of events. So maybe Mr Coe has a secret 
stash of documents that he is refusing to share with anyone—not the media, not the 
members of this chamber and not even the police. Alternatively, he has nothing and 
this is a political stunt. Both are concerning, but with this opposition we know it is 
most definitely the latter: a pure political stunt. 
 
I did notice something strange while reading that press release with the weird dot 
points, the one I was talking about before. There were six dot points. That number 
stood out to me. Does it stand out to anyone else? I am hearing silence. In Mr Coe’s  
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budget reply speech, rather than talk about the budget, he talked about probity. In that 
speech he named seven issues that the Canberra Liberals were aware of.  
 
I have paid attention to what Mr Coe has said today. It is good to hear that he has 
remembered the seventh issue, even if in his press release he could not. The term 
“corrupt capital” has been thrown around by those opposite. One of my favourite 
things in this place is to monitor the social media accounts of everyone. There are 
some star social media performers and there are some who are lacking. I saw the 
#corruptcapital hashtag attempted by the Canberra Liberals. If Liberal HQ is looking 
for some guidance on social media then I just suggest they consider consulting 
Mr Parton and Parton Me, procuring some of his social media services. Mark seems 
quite good at getting traction with some of his selfie videos, so I suggest they look 
into that for future social media attempts. I know— 
 
Opposition members interjecting— 
 
MADAM SPEAKER: Can the members resume their seats, please. Again, someone 
is on the floor trying to make their point. This is a serious debate, so let us just hear 
the arguments for and against. 
 
MR PETTERSSON: Thank you, Madam Speaker. I was struggling to hear my own 
thoughts over some of the interruptions from opposite, so I appreciate that. It was a 
long time ago that the Canberra Liberals were last in government. When they were, 
they oversaw a shambolic regime in which breaches of the Financial Management Act 
had become standard practice. Overnight loans, tax breaks and public money going to 
their mates were standard practice. They were all standard practice under the last 
Liberal government. Yes, it has been a while since that last took place. There are 
brownie points in it if someone can figure out how old they were when they were last 
in government. But their behaviour as an opposition suggests that not much has 
changed.  
 
As we all know, the Liberal Party’s policy platform is open to the highest bidder. 
Their positions on poker machines, compulsory third-party insurance and planning 
laws are presumably all auctioned off at Liberal Party fundraisers. I think it is fair to 
say that the Canberra Liberals have learned very little from their time in the 
wilderness, but it does make for a good laugh when they try to uphold themselves as 
beacons of virtue. 
 
This Labor government, on the other hand, has progressed a range of measures 
directly aimed at improving transparency and accountability, as we have heard from 
the previous speakers. We have refused to accept donations from property developers. 
That is a step— 
 
Opposition members interjecting— 
 
MR PETTERSSON: No. That is a step that the Canberra Liberals will not take. It is 
very interesting that the Canberra Liberals will not take that same step. I understand 
why. It is because your mates up the highway— 
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Opposition members interjecting— 
 
MADAM SPEAKER: Stop the clock, please. This is the first time I have stopped the 
clock but, as amusing as it may be for you, you have brought on a motion of no 
confidence in the Chief Minister, a most serious allegation. You have people on their 
feet defending the Chief Minister, putting their arguments.  
 
Ms Lawder: He is not really defending the Chief Minister. 
 
MADAM SPEAKER: Ms Lawder, I would not make a comment in the middle of my 
trying to bring you to order. You have been heard in relative silence. Now allow this 
side that same respect.  
 
MR PETTERSSON: Again, Madam Speaker, thank you for the interruption. I am 
struggling to hear my thoughts, given how loud they are today. They are not normally 
this animated, which is why I am so surprised. Going back to why they are so keen to 
keep taking property developer donations, look up the highway at what happened to 
their mates the New South Wales Liberal Party. A bunch of them under 
ICAC investigation all had to call it quits.  
 
The lack of evidence presented by Mr Coe has made me ponder another question 
about this whole matter: why now? Why has this come on now? It is strange. It seems 
a weird time. If you legitimately thought there was something untoward occurring, 
would it not be better to wait until you had compiled some evidence—anything? What 
do we not know about, Mr Coe? Why has this come on this week? Is his tenuous hold 
on the opposition caucus room starting to slip and is this just a desperate attempt to 
regain some momentum? I suspect it is. 
 
I also think it says something that Mr Coe cannot even rally half of his party room to 
speak on his motion. It is the most important motion he has ever moved in this place, 
and he cannot even get a handful of members to speak to it. That is interesting. I know 
it is just a political stunt, but you would think they could at least back him up.  
 
Could there be a challenge on the cards, not this week but a little into the future? 
I think Mr Hanson, interjector in chief, might be considering a comeback. He is 
swanning around on his motorbike, wearing his hip leather jacket, almost like 
Canberra’s Malcolm Turnbull. Trust me, Jeremy, you are not Canberra’s Malcolm 
Turnbull. Or what about Mr Wall, the loyal sidekick to Mr Coe? Maybe Mr Wall is 
toying with the idea of being leader one day. I do not think so, and I think Mr Wall 
agrees. Mr Wall is very comfortable being Robin to Mr Coe’s Batman. I think 
Mr Wall should be very proud of himself today. 
 
Mr Hanson: I raise a point of order, Madam Speaker. In your previous ruling you 
admonished the opposition. As you rightly pointed out, this is a serious motion. 
I would consider whether Mr Pettersson, based on the ruling that you provided to the 
opposition, is treating this motion with the sincerity and the due regard which you 
have insisted the opposition have. 
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MADAM SPEAKER: I take your comments, but I think there has been enough mirth 
and interjection from the opposition benches. Mr Pettersson, whilst tongue in cheek, is 
making a point as to what his view is on this motion. 
 
MR PETTERSSON: Thank you, Madam Speaker. I am getting quite a workout 
sitting down and standing up. Going back to Mr Wall, I think Mr Wall is having an 
excellent day. Somehow he managed to get himself to number two on the Liberal 
speaking list. It is almost like it says something about the Liberal Party caucus room. 
But I digress. The shocking thing to me is that no-one has ever considered the current 
deputy of the Canberra Liberals to be a future leader of the Canberra Liberals. I want 
it on the record— 
 
Opposition members interjecting— 
 
Ms Cody: On a point of order, Madam Speaker— 
 
Ms Lawder: What is your point of order? 
 
MADAM SPEAKER: I think it is that you are all interjecting from the opposition— 
 
Opposition members interjecting— 
 
Ms Cody: On a point of order, Madam Speaker, I think they are interjecting far too 
much. You have asked them several times to calm down. I cannot hear Mr Pettersson. 
 
Mrs Jones: I think you can. 
 
MADAM SPEAKER: Members, it is getting a bit repetitive having to call you to 
order, so can you please manage, Mrs Jones, to allow Mr Pettersson, who has been 
interrupted a number of times now, to get to the end of his comments without further 
interruptions. 
 
Mrs Jones: Do you want me to? 
 
MR PETTERSSON: Oh, please. 
 
Mrs Jones: Right. I will probably do better than that if I do. 
 
MADAM SPEAKER: Are we all finished, ladies and gentlemen? Mr Pettersson. 
 
MR PETTERSSON: Thank you, Madam Speaker. I am not going to the gym tonight; 
I am getting a workout back here. Going back to Ms Lawder, the most shocking thing 
to me is that no-one has ever said that Ms Lawder should be the next leader of the 
Liberal Party. I want it on the record that I am on team Lawder. In the spirit of getting 
terrible hashtags going, I am suggesting we try the hashtag #teamLawder. Most 
people in the community seem to prefer the new kid on the block. Mr Parton could be 
a formidable opposition leader. I know how much you enjoy hearing that, Mr Parton.  
 



2 November 2017  Legislative Assembly for the ACT 

4912 

Unfortunately for Mr Parton, Mr Parton seems only capable of running from 
controversy to controversy, not a government. 
 
My point is that the Canberra Liberals have options. I want you all to take a moment, 
look around and think about who is coming up next. We are only 12 months into this 
term and we are already seeing this level of desperation from Mr Coe. It is clear that 
his leadership is terminal. It might not be this year or even the next, but sooner or later 
he is gone. You cannot come into the Assembly and move a no-confidence motion 
against the Chief Minister and, when asked to present real evidence, simply shrug 
your shoulders. It is not tenable. We see through it. The Canberra community sees 
through it. If you had any honour, you would do the right thing and resign. 
 
MS CODY (Murrumbidgee) (12.26): What an incredible week it has been here in the 
Assembly: a week when we have seen the government deliver significant legislation 
on tackling crime, gaming, protecting our environment, planning and some really cool 
changes to the permitted uses of Lake Burley Griffin; a week when we have heard 
reports from ministers about their year of achievement, including improvements for 
female detainees at the Alexander Maconochie Centre, better access to justice and the 
protection of our very own little eagle; and a week when we have heard from the 
Select Committee on an Independent Integrity Commission, the most significant 
anti-corruption agenda since self-government. 
 
And then we have this: a motion of no confidence, of no consequence. I would 
describe this as a distraction, except that I am pretty good at multi-tasking. I have 
quite enjoyed speculating all week as to which blind alley the opposition leader was 
going to run up. I see he has taken the advice of Mr Hanson and Mr Parton that if you 
throw enough mud, some of it will stick. Except, as we can see, they have left their 
boy in a hole, a muddy hole that they have encouraged him to dig. 
 
I am not here to claim that this government is perfect at everything, but I do have 
confidence that it is not engaged in corrupt decisions. I also share with all 
right-minded Canberrans a rising curiosity as to how the Liberal Party have come to 
be so obsessed with trade unions, and the CFMEU in particular, that they are blinded 
not only to truth but also to self-preservation. I have always understood that Mr Coe 
leads a party of selfish individualism. I always thought that his highly ideological 
approach would extend to protecting his own credibility and acting in his own 
self-interest. His desire to be one of the big boys, like so many scandal-prone federal 
Liberals, has seen him following their mistakes. 
 
After a century of royal commissions failing to find crimes, Mr Coe’s Liberals still 
fantasise about a world where their party are the crime-busting comic book heroes a 
young boy reads about under the covers at night. After his Liberal mates diverted 
hundreds of millions of federal tax dollars from protecting vulnerable Australians to 
attacking unions, without finding the evidence of wrongdoing the Liberals dream of at 
night; after having to sack the bloke they employed to run the ABCC because he was 
bent; and after endless embarrassments of the Liberals’ attack on unions and working 
people, Mr Coe’s lack of maturity has been taken advantage of again by the old nags 
in his party. And here he is, stuck in his muddy hole, fantasising that the world is 
corrupt, as Liberal ideology has taught him. 
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I am not against boys having dreams, and most of the time I hope most boys’ dreams 
come true. But, unfortunately, Mr Coe’s dreams of corruption are not coming true, no 
matter how much Mr Hanson dreams of corruption and no matter how much 
Mr Parton dreams of corruption. If they are going to teach their boy to believe in 
something that does not exist, I suggest that unicorns, mermaids or hobbits would be a 
better option. At least they bring joy to people rather than just the boring misery that 
seems to be the universe the Leader of the Opposition is stuck in. 
 
I have confidence in Mr Barr and I believe that this Assembly should have confidence 
in Mr Barr, because I know that the people of the Australian Capital Territory have 
confidence in Mr Barr. I will not be voting for this motion of no consequence. 
 
Sitting suspended from 12.31 to 2.30 pm. 
 
Chief Minister 
Motion of no confidence 
 
Debate resumed. 
 
MR COE (Yerrabi—Leader of the Opposition) (2.30), in reply: The motion that we 
have moved today is, of course, a very serious motion, and we do not do it lightly. We 
do it because we are standing for integrity. We do it because we have had enough of 
corruption in the ACT and somebody has to take a stand. If those opposite are not 
going to take a stand, the opposition will continue to do absolutely everything in our 
power to expose the dodgy deals and to shed light on what is a bad government. 
 
In my earlier speech I made mention of the valuation of the section 72 block in 
Dickson. There are a few things to note about this valuation. The valuation had two 
scenarios in it. Scenario 1 was vacant possession. Scenario 2 was an 18-month 
rent-back, a net rent-free rent-back. Scenario 1, vacant possession, had a value of 
$3.55 million. With the rent-back, it had a value of $3.25 million, meaning that in 
effect the 18-month rent-back was worth $300,000. Instead, what the government did 
was to pay for vacant possession and then give them 42 months rent free. In actual 
fact, the 42-month rent-free period that the Tradies received is probably worth around 
$700,000. So while you have community groups all across Canberra fundraising to 
pay for an old classroom in a disused school site for offices for their charity or 
community group, the Tradies and the CFMEU benefit to the tune of $700,000 over 
the course of 42 months. 
 
The arrangements that the labour movement have set up are interesting. The Labor 
Party and the union movement deal in smoke and mirrors. They have complex 
structures to mask their operations. If we look at the Labor Club and the 
Tradies-CFMEU, the following companies are engaged: the Canberra Tradesmen’s 
Union Club Ltd; the Canberra Tradesmen’s Union Club Community Fund Ltd; 
Hadwon Pty Ltd; Raymel Holdings Pty Ltd; Nedow Ltd; Two Peas In A Pod Pty Ltd; 
The Garden Unit Trust; Woden Tradesmen’s Union Club; Construction Charitable 
Works Ltd; Creative Safety Initiatives Trust; Construction Employment Training & 
Welfare Ltd; Canberra Labour Club Ltd; 1973 Foundation Pty Ltd; 2,200 Nominees 
Pty Ltd; and S48 Investments Pty Ltd. 
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These are all structures within the CFMEU, the Tradies and the Labor Club. It just so 
happens that the Labor Party and their fellow travellers have made the most of the 
corporate rules and regulations in Australia. They have companies and entities 
everywhere, and I think many of them are paying handsome directors’ fees as well.  
 
The incestuous rorts in Canberra are out of control. The Canberra Liberals are proud 
to call them out. It is our duty to do that. We would be negligent if we had all the 
information that we have and we did not bring it to the Assembly’s attention. When 
you have $700,000 worth of rent being gifted, in effect, to the Tradies, it is up to us to 
call it out, because those opposite certainly are not. Recommendation 38 of this 
week’s report from the Select Committee on an Integrity Commission stated: 
 

The Committee recommends that an … Anti-Corruption and Integrity 
Commission have the power to make findings of fact that corruption has 
occurred and that such a finding is not to be taken as a finding of guilt. 

 
We have a gaping hole in our current system. We have the police, we have the 
standards commissioner, we have an Auditor-General, but there is a gaping hole, and 
that is why we need an ICAC. But when we do get an ICAC, if indeed those opposite 
ever come to the party, we hope that it will be able to determine corruption without 
having to prove it to a criminal standard, because, as we well know, there are so many 
masters of corporate structures, so many masters of wheeling and dealing, that they 
can get around so many of the criminal laws. An earlier paragraph in that same report 
states: 
 

… an anti-corruption body (and its investigation process) does not have the 
accompanying requirements and safeguards of the judicial process. Accordingly, 
it can only make findings, however these findings are not findings of criminal 
guilt but findings of fact.  

 
Madam Speaker, what I have presented today is fact. We do know that in 2010 the 
government were in direct negotiations with the Tradies. We do know that in 2012 
they opened up an expression of interest; 20 people expressed an interest but only two 
ended up looking at that prime site. 
 
We do know that they applied for a deconcessionalisation of the main site before they 
had even won that expression of interest. We do know that on 20 December 2012 the 
government awarded the Tradies the contract for the car park. We do know that in 
February 2013 Simon Corbell came into this place and said that the Tradies could 
deconcessionalise their site. And we do know that in April 2013 the government got a 
valuation done for two scenarios, and they paid for vacant possession but then they 
gave them 42 months. And what is more, that valuation seems to be 17 months out of 
date. It was done in April 2013 and the contract was exchanged in December 2014. 
 
The fact is that the Labor Party has a form of control over the Labor Club, and the 
subsidiary, 2,200 Nominees Pty Ltd, are a property developer. They did not pay a 
lease variation charge for their 36-apartment development. It is a fact that the Labor 
Club have more than 10 per cent of Canberra’s poker machines and they are also the  
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regulator. It is a fact that they have bought even more poker machines from another 
club in Canberra. 
 
It is a fact that there is no strategy for rural lease purchases in Canberra. It is a fact 
that the $10 million purchase of the Huntly estate was done on one valuation and 
probably exceeded the $20 million cap. It is a fact that the Woden Tradies sold out for 
$16 million. It is a fact that Andrew Barr said he was confused about the block and 
section, and there was an error in the block and section, at Glebe Park; but we now 
know, from a letter from the director-general, that in actual fact it was the right block 
and section and the casino did put a proposal to the government for that block and 
section. It is a fact that the government was planning to sell a car park to the Tradies 
for years. I believe that tender was geared towards the Tradies. Who else would build 
a licensed club next to another licensed club? The rough value of the windfall to the 
CFMEU is in the vicinity of $700,000. 
 
It is interesting that people would come into this place with a straight face and say that 
they do not take pokie money anymore, that they do not take money from the Labor 
clubs. What a sham. At the same time that Mr Ramsay is complaining about gaming 
revenue, since 2001 the Labor Party has received $7.979 million in cash and gifts in 
kind and receipts from the Labor Club and also the 1973 Foundation. Let us not forget 
that the 1973 Foundation was set up to, in effect, put pokie money in, turn it into 
property investments and then spit it out so that it is clean again. It is a rort. 
 
Transparency International goes to great lengths in describing forms of corruption. 
Some of the relevant ones might be beneficial ownership, conflicts of interest, 
collusion, petty corruption, political corruption and much more. When you have an 
organisation win a questionable tender and the government gives that organisation 
special treatment to then buy a property from them, we will unashamedly call that out. 
 
We will also unashamedly call out the fact that that valuation was 17 months out of 
date. The whole thing was kept secret and it was only discovered because of an 
anonymous tip-off I got in a car park one day, after which I did a title search. That is 
the only reason that the Canberra community knows that the government paid 
$3.9 million for the CFMEU-Tradies site in Dickson. The only reason we know is that 
I got an anonymous tip-off and then did a title search. If that had not happened, there 
is a fair chance this would all be flying under the radar; there is a fair chance nobody 
would know about it, because that is how they operate. They are so apathetic, they are 
so complacent and they are so arrogant that they think they can get away with these 
rorts. 
 
We are going to keep calling them out. That is our job. Mr Barr and others can accuse 
us of wasting time; they can say that this is unparliamentary; they can say that they 
have a great agenda, but not one of them actually addressed the facts. Not one of them 
spoke about whether the Tradies had been in direct negotiations with the government 
in 2010. Not one of them spoke about the valuation that was 17 months old. Not one 
of them spoke about the valuation that was based on vacant possession, not 42 months. 
Not one of them spoke about the Labor Club acquiring more poker machines. Not one 
of them spoke about the 1973 Foundation. 
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The rorts go on and on, and they are all complicit—every single one of them. They all 
benefit from gambling money; they all benefit from the fellow travellers of the labour 
movement and they all depend on them by way of their preselection. We have seen 
what happens when the union bosses meddle in preselections in the Labor Party. And 
that is, of course, when it is done overtly. How many are done just through 
implication? How many are done by fear? That is, in effect, what we have in Canberra 
now—we have intimidation. This is a government that facilitates intimidation. It is a 
government that is more than willing to just give in to these vested interests. This is a 
government that governs for certain property developers. 
 
I certainly have lost one or two acquaintances by raising these issues. I have certainly 
received my fair share of criticism for bringing to light some of these concerns, but 
I have no regrets whatsoever. I have no regrets about moving this no confidence 
motion because the facts I have put on the table today are true. The facts about the 
money that is changing hands from the ACT government to vested interests are 
appalling, and nobody opposite is willing to stand up. 
 
I expect the Labor Party and perhaps the Greens are going to come to an 
ICAC kicking and screaming. They do not want an ICAC, for good reason. They are 
very concerned about an ICAC. They are very concerned about the findings that an 
impartial body would no doubt make.  
 
Who else has the sort of information that these vested interests have? Who else knew 
that there was going to be a change in the lease variation charge system in a matter of 
months “so you’d better get your DA in fast”? Who else knows exactly what the 
government’s agenda is for poker machine licences? Who else has control of zoning 
and what land the government buys? The Labor Party in Canberra have vested 
interests and they govern for vested interests. I have no confidence in this government 
because of the corrupt decisions that they have engaged in. 
 
Question put: 
 

That the motion be agreed to. 
 
The Assembly voted— 
 

Ayes 9 
 

Noes 12 

Mr Coe Mr Milligan Mr Barr Mr Gentleman 
Mr Hanson Mr Parton Ms Berry Ms Le Couteur 
Mrs Jones Mr Wall Ms Burch Mr Pettersson 
Mrs Kikkert  Ms Cheyne Mr Ramsay 
Ms Lawder  Ms Cody Mr Rattenbury 
Ms Lee  Ms Fitzharris Ms Stephen-Smith 

 
Question resolved in the negative. 
 
Petitions—ministerial responses 
 
The following responses to petitions have been lodged: 
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ACTION bus service—petition 15-17 
 
By Ms Fitzharris, Minister for Transport and City Services, dated 1 November 
2017, in response to a petition lodged by Ms Lee on 1 August 2017 concerning 
ACTION bus services between Deakin, Kingston and Manuka. 
 
The response read as follows: 
 

Dear Mr Duncan 
 

Thank you for your letter of 1 August 2017 regarding petition No 15-17 lodged 
by Ms Elizabeth Lee MLA regarding a bus service from Deakin to Kingston and 
Manuka. 

 
The provision of new routes in the public transport network needs to be 
considered as part of the overall network design. This ensures that the public 
transport service is efficient and connects as many people and places as possible. 

 
I am pleased to inform you that Transport Canberra will soon be undertaking 
community consultation on local bus services across Canberra to complement the 
Rapid Network that has been announced for implementation in mid-2018. 

 
This will provide an opportunity for the community to let the ACT Government 
know how their local bus services should connect to the Rapid Network and 
other important destinations. 

 
Under the current network, customers can travel between Deakin, Kingston and 
Manuka by making a connection at the Barton Bus Station. This connection will 
improve under the Rapid Network in 2018, with the service between Deakin and 
Barton increasing to a Rapid frequency of 15 minutes or better between 7 am and 
7 pm. The services will also run seven days a week, making connections between 
these areas much easier on weekends. 

 
I understand that there are also members of our community who cannot access 
the public transport system and some of these people may be eligible to use the 
Flexible Bus Service. The service is designed specifically for residents such as 
the aged or people with a mobility difficulty. It is a free service which picks up 
residents from their home and takes them to local community services, such as 
local shopping centres and hospitals. 

 
Passengers can contact the Community Transport Coordination Centre on 
6205 3555. Bookings are generally to be made two days prior to travel, but can 
be made as little as 24 hours prior to the journey. Further information on the 
Flexible Bus Service is available on the Transport Canberra and City Services 
website.  

 
Thank you for raising this matter. I trust the information provided is of 
assistance. 

 
Billboard advertising—petitions 14-17 and 17-17 
 
By Mr Gentleman, Minister for Planning and Land Management, dated 1 November 
2017, in response to petitions lodged by Ms Lee on 1 August 2017 concerning 
billboard advertising in the ACT. 
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The response read as follows: 
 

Dear Mr Duncan 
 
Thank you for your letter of 1 August 2017 regarding petitions Nos 14-17 and 
17-17 lodged by Ms Lee MLA on behalf of certain Australian Capital Territory 
residents. 
 
I understand the petitions bring to the attention of the Assembly that billboards 
have been prohibited in the ACT since the early 20th century, a move which was 
designed to protect the new capital’s national significance and preserve its nature 
character and bush setting. The petitioners note that Canberra’s unique status as 
the “bush capital” is not threatened by a proposal to relax the regulations that 
prohibit fixed billboards in the ACT. 
 
The petitioners therefore requested the Assembly maintain the prohibition on 
billboard advertising in the ACT, and properly enforce the current rules that 
regulate public advertising in the ACT, and properly enforce the current rules 
that regulate public advertising in the territory. 

 
The Standing Committee on Planning and Urban Renewal (the Standing 
Committee) received 166 submissions on its Inquiry into Billboards - including 
an ACT government submission - and held hearings on the submissions during 
August and September 2017. The Standing Committee tabled its report on 
26 October and the government will now carefully consider all of the 
recommendations made by the committee and will provide a response in due 
course. 

 
Papers 
 
Mr Gentleman presented the following paper: 
 

Subordinate legislation (including explanatory statements unless otherwise 
stated) 

Legislation Act, pursuant to section 64— 

Civil Law (Wrongs) Act—Civil Law (Wrongs) Institute of Public Accountants 
Professional Standards Scheme 2017—Disallowable Instrument DI2017-254 
(LR, 19 October 2017). 

Environment Protection Act—Environment Protection (Fees) Determination 
2017 (No 3)—Disallowable Instrument DI2017-252 (LR, 12 October 2017). 

Road Transport (General) Act—Road Transport (General) Application of Road 
Transport Legislation Declaration 2017 (No 8)—Disallowable Instrument 
DI2017-253 (LR, 20 October 2017). 

 
Reportable Conduct and Information Sharing Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2017 
 
Mr Barr, pursuant to notice, presented the bill, its explanatory statement and a 
Human Rights Act compatibility statement.  
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Title read by Clerk. 
 
MR BARR (Kurrajong—Chief Minister, Treasurer, Minister for Economic 
Development and Minister for Tourism and Major Events) (2.48): I move: 
 

That this bill be agreed to in principle. 
 
The government has put in place a reportable conduct scheme for the ACT which is 
actively improving oversight of investigations of employee misconduct involving 
children. This ensures that allegations of abuse, neglect or sexual misconduct are 
properly reported and investigated and appropriate action is taken. This scheme, 
which commenced on 1 July 2017 after receiving unanimous support in this place, has 
expanded the jurisdiction of the Ombudsman to include matters of child protection 
and allows for scrutiny of the way employers investigate misconduct involving 
children. Fundamentally it ensures that the Ombudsman is aware of every allegation 
of certain types of employee misconduct involving children. The scheme’s value is 
already apparent in a relatively short period of time. I can advise the Assembly that 
the Ombudsman has already received a number of reports, along with a number of 
organisations that made inquiries as to how to make their organisations more child 
safe. 
 
When I presented the bill to the Assembly in 2016 establishing the scheme, I noted in 
my introductory speech that it is critical that information about protecting children 
from abuse is shared more effectively than it is at present. The ACT is not alone in 
this, and information regarding allegations of reportable conduct, by its very nature, is 
likely to be protected or sensitive. We have already made a number of changes that 
mean a greater number of people are able to access particular pieces of sensitive 
information. However, there are still a number of substantial restrictions on the 
circumstances in which this information may be requested and provided. 
 
Improving information sharing for child protection was a recommendation of the 
Report of the Inquiry: Review into the system level responses to family violence in the 
ACT—or the Glanfield report as it is otherwise known—which proposed wide 
information-sharing powers similar to those available in New South Wales under 
chapter 16A of the Children and Young Persons (Care and Protection) Act 1998. 
Implementing the reportable conduct scheme represented an important step in 
addressing this recommendation. But we need to keep pushing the envelope to ensure 
that information on the welfare and safety of children is available to the child 
protection, law enforcement and oversight bodies that need it. 
 
This bill will amend the Ombudsman Act 1989 to ensure that the Ombudsman is 
empowered to disclose any reportable conduct information it receives and is 
reasonably satisfied that it relates to the health, welfare and safety of a child or class 
of child under any section or function of the act to the Chief Police Officer, a law 
enforcement agency, the Commissioner for Fair Trading, the Human Rights 
Commission, the directors-general of the Community Services Directorate and the 
Education Directorate; and the Chief Executive Officer of the ACT Teacher Quality 
Institute. 
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The bill also makes a number of technical amendments, including amending the 
definitions of “administrative entity” and “employee”. The bill also places a positive 
obligation on a head of entity to have systems in place preventing the commission of 
reportable conduct by an employee; enabling the notification of an allegation; 
investigating and responding to an allegation; and satisfying obligations for the receipt, 
handling and provision of reportable conduct information, including sensitive 
information. 
 
In moving forward with changes to the reportable conduct scheme, the government 
will bring forward a second bill for introduction by April 2018 which will expand the 
scope of the scheme to include religious organisations that provide pastoral and 
religious instruction services. Currently religious organisations are only included in 
the scheme where they provide services to children such as, for example, through a 
childcare centre or a school. It is intended that religious organisations providing 
pastoral and religious instruction will be included in the scheme by 1 July 2018.  
 
Yesterday I announced a consultation process to support policy development on how 
the scheme will apply to religious organisations. This consultation process will 
engage with religious organisations to understand their capacity to operate within the 
scheme. The ACT Ombudsman has also been provided with additional funding in the 
2017-18 fiscal year to support religious organisations to prepare for the introduction 
of the scheme. 
 
The government is also seeking community views on expanding the reportable 
conduct scheme to other organisations identified and examined by the Royal 
Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse that have been 
assessed as posing a high risk to vulnerable individuals. These include sporting 
facilities, organisations, Scouts and Girl Guides, instruction in a particular activity 
such as piano or swimming, and residential camps. These organisations have typically 
not been required to comply with child safety oversight and monitoring functions 
administered through or provided by government. As part of this process, the 
government welcomes community views on whether the scope of the reportable 
conduct scheme should be expanded to these organisations or whether other measures, 
monitoring or oversight would be more appropriate. I commend this important bill to 
the Assembly. 
 
Debate (on motion by Ms Lawder) adjourned to the next sitting. 
 
Racing (Greyhounds) Amendment Bill 2017 
 
Mr Ramsay, pursuant to notice, presented the bill, its explanatory statement and a 
Human Rights Act compatibility statement.  
 
Title read by Clerk. 
 
MR RAMSAY (Ginninderra—Attorney-General, Minister for Regulatory Services, 
Minister for the Arts and Community Events and Minister for Veterans and Seniors) 
(2.55): I move: 
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That this bill be agreed to in principle. 

 
I am pleased to introduce the Racing (Greyhounds) Amendment Bill 2017 into the 
Assembly today. This bill addresses matters that fall within my responsibilities for 
racing and gaming policy. The bill will give effect to the government’s decision to 
end greyhound racing in the ACT and must be read in conjunction with the Domestic 
Animals (Racing Greyhounds) Amendment Bill 2017, which will shortly be 
introduced by the Minister for Transport and City Services.  
 
Together, the two amendment bills provide for greyhound racing and trialling in the 
ACT to cease from 30 April 2018. The greyhound industry transition task force will 
accept applications for assistance until 30 June and will be able to provide support 
packages with funding until 30 September in the same year. The ownership, breeding 
and training of greyhounds in the ACT for racing outside this jurisdiction will be 
allowed to continue but only on the basis that it is at no cost to the ACT community 
and complies with strict animal welfare standards. 
 
The government has been clear and consistent in this decision since the outcome of 
the election. At its core the decision to end the greyhound racing industry is about 
protecting animal welfare. The McHugh report published on 16 June 2016 provided 
an extensive and thorough analysis of the greyhound racing industry in New South 
Wales. It was conducted over a period of 16 months with a dedicated team of staff, 
legal expertise and wide powers to interview witnesses under oath and to compel the 
production of documents. The McHugh report identified an extensive range of serious 
animal welfare issues, including its observation that: 
 

… the greyhound racing industry has been exposed as an industry that: has 
implicitly condoned as well as caused, the unnecessary deaths of tens of 
thousands of healthy greyhounds; has failed to demonstrate that in the future it 
will be able to reduce the deaths of healthy greyhounds to levels the community 
could tolerate; has engaged in the barbaric practice of live baiting; has caused 
and will continue to cause injuries to greyhounds that range from minor to 
catastrophic; 

 
The McHugh report identified a litany of concerns for such practices as: live baiting—
using live animals for training greyhounds, for example, by tying them to a 
mechanical lure while greyhounds are released to pursue and catch them; live 
blooding—feeding live animals to greyhounds to prime them prior to racing and 
coursing meetings; wastage—mass slaughter of young and older greyhounds bred for 
the purpose of greyhound racing which are subsequently destroyed either prior to 
being named or raced or on retirement from racing; and injury, death and euthanasia, 
and rehoming—McHugh noted a poor record in New South Wales of finding 
alternative homes for greyhounds at the end of their racing careers or when they are 
otherwise unable to race. 
 
The government and the industry across the border have both acknowledged that the 
McHugh report documents failures to protect animal welfare. In speaking on the 
industry there, the now New South Wales Deputy Premier, John Barilaro, said in 
relation to the decision to ban the industry: 
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The decision of this government will, in time, be judged as to whether it was 
right or wrong. I genuinely believe it is right … The decision is based on the 
need to stop animal cruelty and to assist society to change its attitude to animal 
welfare. 

 
This community will not accept the risk that these documented and acknowledged 
failures in New South Wales could come here, and our examination of greyhound 
racing in the ACT showed conclusively that if we allowed the industry to continue we 
would be taking that risk. An independent consultant, Ms Mary Durkin, was engaged 
to provide an analysis of options to support the transition away from racing here in the 
ACT. Ms Durkin consulted with the greyhound racing industry as well as the animal 
welfare sector and provided me with her report on 15 May 2017. 
 
The Durkin report found that the ACT greyhound racing industry is small and 
intimately linked with the broader regional network of greyhound racing activities. 
The Durkin report showed us that in 2016 approximately 71 dogs that raced were 
based in the ACT, while 1,107 were from New South Wales. That means that 
94 per cent of the dogs that raced here were from New South Wales. 
 
Clearly, it is impossible to divorce the ACT greyhound racing industry from the 
industry across the border; they are inextricably linked. Here in the ACT we can have 
no certainty that dogs being brought in from other jurisdictions to race have not come 
from breeders and trainers engaging in practices that are abhorrent from an animal 
welfare perspective. That risk is more than just theoretical. The winning trainer of the 
most recent Canberra greyhound racing cup, and winner of three previous Canberra 
cups, has been disqualified from racing by Greyhound Racing NSW three times since 
2005 over the discovery of prohibited substances in her greyhounds, including 
cocaine. She is also one of 178 trainers who have been charged by Greyhound Racing 
NSW with the unauthorised export of dogs to Macau, where healthy Australian dogs 
are kept in appalling conditions and used for barbaric entertainment. Her husband was 
disqualified for a year for presenting a dog affected by amphetamines in December 
2015. As I noted in the Assembly this week, these are drugs that are of interest to not 
just animal welfare regulators.  
 
The cessation of greyhound racing in the territory will ensure that greyhounds from 
other jurisdictions whose animal welfare arrangements are outside of the control of 
the ACT will not be brought here to race. For those greyhounds that are based in the 
ACT and will continue to race elsewhere, this package of amendment bills provides 
for specialist regulation and control that will enable an appropriate level of protection. 
The Minister for Transport and City Services will shortly introduce that aspect of 
these amendments. 
 
This amendment bill removes from the Racing Act the legal framework for the 
administration and control of greyhound racing in the ACT. The Canberra Greyhound 
Racing Club Incorporated is currently the controlling body for greyhound racing in 
the ACT, under section 27 of the Racing Act. Under the amendment bill there will no 
longer be provision for a controlling body for greyhound racing in the ACT, nor will 
it be possible for an entity to become an approved racing organisation for race  
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meetings involving greyhound races. The definition of “race” in the Racing Act will 
be amended so that it no longer includes greyhound racing. 
 
To be clear, the amendment bills do not interfere with the ability of ACT residents to 
engage in or bet on greyhound racing interstate. They also preserve the ability for 
ACT residents to own, train or breed greyhounds for racing elsewhere. However, this 
will be on the basis of strict animal welfare controls and at no cost to the community. 
 
This bill includes consequential amendments to a number of acts and regulations as a 
result of ending greyhound racing in the ACT. A number of these amendments are 
necessary to continue to allow betting on greyhound races held outside the ACT. The 
government is aware that ending greyhound racing in the ACT will have an impact on 
those people who are actively involved in the industry, and that is why we established 
the greyhound industry transition task force. 
 
The task force is there to assist people and racing dogs involved in the industry to 
transition out of it. The task force is already accepting applications for transition 
support and will continue to do so until 30 June 2018. With these amendments taking 
effect on 30 April 2018, those in the industry will have two months from the cessation 
of racing in the ACT to consider their future in the industry in other jurisdictions and, 
if they will not be participating, to register for transition support. In addition, the 
government has decided to extend the availability of the $1,033,000 transition funding 
to allow the finalisation of transition support packages by 30 September 2018. 
 
As a package, today’s legislation will deliver our commitment to end the greyhound 
racing industry. For workers in the industry, we are committed to a just and 
supportive transition process. Individually tailored assistance, including training, 
counselling and financial help is available. For animals, we are making every effort to 
ensure that the resources and the support that they need for rehoming are available. 
 
The government has been unambiguous and steadfast in working to bring an end to 
this industry in the territory. Today’s bill gives certainty to all who are affected so that 
they can make an informed decision about how and when they engage with this 
government for support. We will continue to work with those in the industry, with the 
unions who represent workers and with the animal welfare organisations to implement 
this critical animal welfare reform. I commend the bill to the Assembly.  
 
Debate (on motion by Mr Parton) adjourned to the next sitting. 
 
Domestic Animals (Racing Greyhounds) Amendment Bill 2017 
 
Ms Fitzharris, pursuant to notice, presented the bill, its explanatory statement and a 
Human Rights Act compatibility statement.  
 
Title read by Clerk. 
 
MS FITZHARRIS (Yerrabi—Minister for Health and Wellbeing, Minister for 
Transport and City Services and Minister for Higher Education, Training and 
Research) (3.07): I move: 
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That this bill be agreed to in principle. 

 
I am proud to introduce the Domestic Animals (Racing Greyhounds) Amendment Bill 
2017 to support the government’s commitment to ending greyhound racing and 
trialling in the ACT. Together with the Racing (Greyhounds) Amendment Bill 
2017, which has just been introduced by the Attorney-General, the two bills represent 
a key step in the implementation of the recommendations in the Durkin report. 
 
The welfare of greyhounds is at the centre of this initiative. The government has a 
strong commitment to best practice in animal management and welfare, as espoused 
in the animal welfare and management strategy. I had the pleasure of announcing the 
adoption of this important and innovative document in my statement to the Assembly 
on 21 September. The strategy includes, as a centrepiece, the concept of responsible 
pet ownership and acknowledges the primary role that pet owners have for the welfare 
and wellbeing of their pets. It also highlights the value of pets to our community and 
the wide range of benefits they bring. While in future we will not see greyhounds 
racing around a track in competitive pursuit in the ACT, we will continue to see 
greyhounds in our streets and parks, as well-managed and much-loved pets.  
 
The bill will make it an offence to conduct or facilitate the conduct of a greyhound 
race in the ACT. It will also be unlawful for a person to allow a greyhound to take 
part in a greyhound race in the ACT. For the purposes of these reforms, greyhound 
racing is defined broadly and includes racing for trialling or training purposes. The 
prohibition does not capture the ordinary play of a non-racing dog.  
 
Greyhound racing, for the purposes of this bill, means greyhounds racing in 
competitive pursuit. For those who decide to conduct or take part in illegal greyhound 
racing in the ACT, the maximum penalty will be the same as for existing offences in 
the Animal Welfare Act relating to illegal participation in rodeos, circuses and game 
parks. Despite the ban on greyhound racing, ACT residents will still be able to own, 
breed and train greyhounds for racing elsewhere.  
 
This bill introduces a range of new measures to protect and monitor the welfare of 
these dogs. All greyhounds remain subject to the existing general dog registration 
requirements in the Domestic Animals Act 2000. For those greyhounds who will 
continue to race, train or breed puppies who may grow up to race in other jurisdictions, 
we will see a new framework of monitoring and regulation that will ensure the highest 
level of protection we can offer.  
 
An owner of a greyhound that is to be used for racing will be required to apply for an 
annual racing greyhound registration for that dog from the age of six months at a 
higher cost than general registration. People who have control of racing greyhounds 
for training, handling or rearing purposes will be required to obtain a racing 
greyhound controller licence. This licence is also annually renewable and will track 
the greyhounds under the licence holder’s control.  
 
When granting racing greyhound registration or racing greyhound controller licences 
the registrar will consider the conditions that the dog will be kept in, together with any  
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previous animal welfare or racing offences. A breeding licence will be required for 
those who breed racing greyhounds. Breeders will be required to notify the registrar 
of the details of any greyhound litters within seven days of their birth. Breeding racing 
greyhounds in a way that contravenes the breeding standard will be an animal welfare 
offence whether or not that breeding is for profit.  
 
The government is committed to working with those ACT residents who continue to 
be involved in greyhound racing to ensure that they understand their obligations under 
the new monitoring framework, which will include a mandatory code of practice 
developed in consultation with industry and animal welfare experts. The increased 
costs associated with enhanced monitoring of owning, breeding and training 
greyhounds for racing elsewhere will be recovered through fees for racing greyhound 
registration and racing greyhound controller licences. Owners of pet, rescue or retired 
greyhounds will not be liable for these additional registration requirements or costs.  
 
The welfare of greyhounds is at the centre of this important initiative. I am pleased to 
inform the Assembly that, as well as meeting industry participants, the greyhound 
industry transition task force has met with animal welfare and greyhound rehoming 
organisations to discuss the industry transition from the perspective of those involved 
in rehoming or caring for racing greyhounds. We are fortunate to have a pool of 
dedicated and skilled community members who have the best interests of the dogs at 
heart and who are prepared to foster and rehome greyhounds that are retired as a result 
of this transition process. In addition, the staff of domestic animal services are, as 
always, prepared to assist the rehoming of greyhounds and, indeed, all dogs in need of 
this service.  
 
The government recognises the impact that these measures will have on those who 
have had greyhound racing as an important part of their economic and social lives, 
sometimes for generations. The government made the decision to end greyhound 
racing in the ACT because it came to the view that it was necessary to do so to protect 
the welfare of greyhounds. These bills reflect the community’s expectations that we 
provide strong protection for the welfare of the animals under our control. I commend 
the bill to the Assembly. 
 
Debate (on motion by Mr Parton) adjourned to the next sitting. 
 
Legislative Assembly Legislation Amendment Bill 2017 
 
Debate resumed from 14 September 2017, on motion by Ms Burch:  
 

That this bill be agreed to in principle.  
 
MR GENTLEMAN (Brindabella—Minister for Police and Emergency Services, 
Minister for the Environment and Heritage, Minister for Planning and Land 
Management and Minister for Urban Renewal) (3.13): I thank Madam Speaker for 
bringing this bill to the Assembly, and I am pleased to advise that the government will 
be supporting it. Many of the proposed amendments in this bill arise from the 
2016 strategic review of the Auditor-General. The strategic review included 
recommendations that certain Assembly committees review legislation affecting the  
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Auditor-General specifically, and officers of the Assembly more generally, as well as 
the Speaker’s role in these matters.  
 
In August 2016 the Eighth Assembly Standing Committee on Administration and 
Procedure presented its report Inquiry into provisions of the Legislative Assembly, 
(Office of the Legislative Assembly) Act 2012. In particular, that report included a 
recommendation that the Assembly consider certain amendments in relation to the 
provision of advice and support to the Speaker in the exercise of her functions. I note 
that the bill directly reflects this recommendation but with relevant amendments 
proposed across individual acts establishing the Clerk and the officers of the 
Assembly. In view of the breadth of the Speaker’s responsibilities in relation to the 
officers of the Assembly, the government fully endorsees the provision of advice and 
support to assist the Speaker in meeting these responsibilities.  
 
Also in August 2016 the Eighth Assembly Standing Committee on Public Accounts 
presented a report on the strategic review of the Auditor-General. The report 
specifically considered a term of appointment for the Auditor-General and 
recommended a legislative seven-year, non-renewable term. The government agreed 
to this recommendation, which is reflected in the bill before us today.  
 
The bill also addresses Assembly standing committee considerations of appointments 
of the Clerk and the officers of the Assembly. This matter was not explicitly raised as 
part of the strategic review but is certainly worthy of consideration in the context of 
other matters relating to the officers of the Assembly.  
 
The government supports these amendments, noting that they further strengthen the 
relevant appointment processes. I thank the Speaker for her work on the bill, and I am 
pleased to support it. 
 
MR WALL (Brindabella) (3.15): Mrs Dunne did have carriage of this bill for the 
opposition, but as she and Mr Steel are away at the annual CPA conference I will take 
carriage on behalf of the opposition. The opposition will be supporting the Legislative 
Assembly Legislation Amendment Bill. The need for these amendments arose when 
Mrs Dunne was Speaker in the last Assembly. They emerged after the amendments 
which were made to establish the officers of the Legislative Assembly came into 
effect on 1 July 2014. The officers of the Legislative Assembly are the Clerk of the 
Assembly, the Auditor-General, the ACT Electoral Commissioner and the 
ACT Ombudsman.  
 
During Mrs Dunne’s tenure in the Speaker’s office she became responsible for the 
appointment of an electoral commissioner, the chair of the Electoral Commission, a 
member of the Electoral Commission, a strategic reviewer for the Audit Office and an 
independent auditor of the Audit Office. In following the process involved it became 
apparent that some changes were needed to clarify the role of the Speaker vis-a-vis 
those of relevant Assembly committees. Mrs Dunne therefore put in place a process to 
identify and consider those matters as well as some other tangential matters that 
emerged in that period. This bill, which the Speaker introduced to the Assembly on 
14 September, brings together those matters. Hopefully, these amendments will help 
to clarify the Speaker’s job both now and into the future.  
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In summary, these amendments will make it clear that the Speaker cannot appoint the 
officers of the Legislative Assembly unless satisfied that the applicants meet relevant 
legislative criteria and until a relevant committee has agreed with the appointment. 
They also enable the Speaker to seek administrative support and advice either from 
the Office of the Legislative Assembly, except for matters relating to itself, or from a 
suitably impartial and independent entity.  
 
Also in these amendments is the reinstatement of the fixed, non-renewable term of 
seven years for the Auditor-General. This had dropped out inadvertently in the 
introduction of the officers of the Legislative Assembly provisions. Importantly, the 
provision was in place when the current Auditor-General was appointed, so there is no 
impact on that appointment. I note that the scrutiny committee considered this element, 
regarding it as having no human rights consequences.  
 
A very important amendment is made to the Financial Management Act 1996. The 
primary purpose of establishing the officers of the Legislative Assembly was to put 
them at a level that is not governed or influenced by either ministers or the 
bureaucracy. For them to be effective they must be truly independent and be seen to 
be so. In this bill there is an amendment that cements this separation of powers and 
puts beyond doubt the independence of the officers of the Assembly. It removes the 
requirement in the Financial Management Act that officers of the Legislative 
Assembly manage their agencies in a way that “is not inconsistent with the policies of 
the government”. In this connection I note that the Speaker will be introducing some 
amendments to this bill, and I thank her for the advice she has provided in relation to 
those amendments thus far.  
 
In considering the bill the ACT Auditor-General drew to the Speaker’s attention an 
inadvertent restriction on the status of privilege that was intended for the officers of 
the Assembly. This status was removed inadvertently in the drafting of the original 
legislation establishing the officers of the Assembly legislation in 2013. The 
amendments that the Speaker will propose today clarify and enshrine that status of 
privilege for the officers of the Assembly, and the opposition will also be supporting 
those amendments.  
 
An opportunity to streamline the Speaker’s functions under the Legislative Assembly 
Precincts Act 2001 was also taken in these amendments. The Speaker will be able to 
delegate the role of approving licences for community use of the Assembly facilities. 
OLA SOGCs and above will be able to give these approvals. It will make the process 
more efficient for many community organisations to use the Assembly’s facilities. 
Many of the people involved in the organisations are volunteers, who should not be 
bound up in too much or unnecessary process and red tape. Hopefully, this 
amendment will make their interaction and engagement with the Assembly and its 
facilities easier and more enjoyable. Of course, if there is any doubt about whether a 
licence should be issued, OLA will be able to refer the matter to the Speaker for 
consideration and a decision. 
 
On the very rare occasion when someone comes into the building and engages in 
anti-social behaviour, OLA will not have to run up to the Speaker’s office to see if the  
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Speaker will agree to the person being removed. This bill will enable the Speaker to 
delegate this power to certain specified OLA staff so that the quick action that 
inevitably would be required can be taken. 
 
Finally, a very minor amendment in this bill removes from the precincts act the 
reference to the members’ entrance canopy, which, as members may be aware, does 
not exist. Indeed, it was removed many years ago. So members need worry or wonder 
no more. 
 
Mrs Dunne was pleased to be able to initiate the works now reflected in this bill. I 
thank the Speaker, particularly on Mrs Dunne’s behalf, for bringing forward these 
changes. The Canberra Liberals, as I have outlined, are pleased to support it. 
 
MR RATTENBURY (Kurrajong) (3.21): The Greens will also be supporting this bill 
today. Mr Gentleman and Mr Wall have given, I think, quite thorough and detailed 
commentary on the bill, so I do not intend to repeat that. Also having been part of the 
administration and procedures committee, I have been involved in the discussion prior 
to the tabling of the bill. A good part of this process is that the Speaker has undertaken 
that consultation with members of the committee. I consider that this bill presents a 
series of useful clarifications, tidy-ups and the fixing of anomalies that have already 
been outlined by other members. The Greens will be pleased to support both the bill 
and the subsequent amendments that the Speaker has advised will be moved in the 
detail stage. 
 
MS BURCH (Brindabella) (3.22), in reply: Just very briefly, I want to thank 
Mr Gentleman, Mr Wall and Mr Rattenbury for their detailed and not so detailed 
responses but, more importantly, for their support for these amendments. As has been 
indicated, I will be moving some further amendments shortly. 
 
Question resolved in the affirmative. 
 
Bill agreed to in principle. 
 
Detail stage 
 
Bill, by leave, taken as a whole. 
 
MS BURCH (Brindabella) (3.23), by leave: I move amendments Nos 1 to 
3 circulated in my name together [see schedule 1 at page 4967]. 
 
I move these amendments following the receipt of advice from the Auditor-General, 
an officer of the Assembly, concerning doubts about the operation of parliamentary 
privilege in relation to the functions of the Auditor-General. 
 
As members would be aware, the privileges of the Assembly derive from section 
24 of the Australian Capital Territory (Self-Government) Act 1988 and are expressed 
as being equivalent to those of the House of Representatives until the Assembly 
makes a law on that subject matter. 
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The Parliamentary Privileges Act 1987 confirms the extension of privilege to all 
words spoken and acts done for the purposes of, or incidental to, “proceedings in 
parliament”. Documents prepared by the Auditor-General for the purposes of, or 
incidental to, proceedings in parliament have been taken to receive the protection of 
parliamentary privilege. The same would apply to the other officers of the Assembly. 
 
The Auditor-General received advice to suggest that section 6A of the 
Auditor-General Act, by setting out exhaustively the immunities of the audit office, 
could possibly be characterised as a law with respect to parliamentary privilege and 
that the terms of section 6A, by limiting reference to territory laws, might be 
construed as displacing these commonwealth laws. 
 
The language that has been used in section 6A of the Auditor-General Act is 
replicated in section 6A of the Electoral Act and section 4A of the Ombudsman Act, 
meaning that any doubt about the application of commonwealth laws to the work of 
the Auditor-General would also extend to the Ombudsman and members of the 
Electoral Commission, who are also officers of the Assembly. 
 
There is no suggestion that the Officers of the Legislative Assembly Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2013, which introduced these provisions, set about to displace those 
commonwealth laws. However, that such an interpretation could be available is reason 
enough that the Assembly consider amendments placing the matter beyond any doubt. 
 
The amendments provide that the functions, powers, rights, immunities and 
obligations enjoyed by officers of the Assembly arise not just by virtue of territory 
laws but by virtue of all laws in force in the ACT. This would, of course, include both 
the self-government act and the Parliamentary Privileges Act. To achieve this end the 
amendments that I have just moved seek to amend the relevant provisions in order 
that the words “other territory laws” are replaced with the words “any other law in 
force in the ACT”. 
 
I want to thank members for the support of all in this chamber. They are sensible 
amendments—those circulated today and those from the last sitting. I commend the 
amendments to the Assembly. 
 
Amendments agreed to. 
 
Bill, as a whole, as amended, agreed to. 
 
Bill, as amended, agreed to. 
 
Papers 
 
Mr Gentleman presented the following papers: 
 

Planning and Development Act, pursuant to subsection 242(2)—Statement of 
leases granted for the period 1 July to 30 September 2017.  
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Loose Fill Asbestos Insulation Eradication Scheme—Implementation—
Quarterly report—1 July to 30 September 2017. 

 
Executive members’ business—precedence 
 
Ordered that executive members’ business be called on. 
 
Recreational cycling tourism 
 
MR RATTENBURY (Kurrajong) (3.27): I move: 
 

That this Assembly— 
 

(1) notes: 
 

(a) recreational forest trails in Kowen Forest, and across Canberra, are highly 
valued by the community, are popular recreational venues for cycling 
events, and are a cycling tourism attraction for the ACT; 

 
(b) logging operations in Kowen Forest have recently destroyed a high quality 

network of trails and further planned logging operations in Kowen and 
Majura Pines will destroy further trails, significantly impacting the areas 
as riding and recreational destinations; 

 
(c) protecting and enhancing the network of recreational forest trails, in 

combination with investment in urban cycling, is critical for making 
Canberra the genuine “cycling capital”; and 

 
(d) several other Australian regions are currently investing heavily in 

mountain biking infrastructure with a view to building a mountain bike 
tourism industry; and 

 
(2) calls on the Government to: 

 
(a) investigate options to retain existing trails in Kowen Forest and Majura 

Pines; 
 

(b) conduct an analysis of the value of recreational trails across Canberra 
(including Kowen Forest), including their social, health, economic and 
recreational value; 

 
(c) produce an ACT Cycling Tourism Strategy, and Mountain Biking 

Strategy, with the goals of growing tourism and recreational cycling 
opportunities and participation, better managing cycling resources, and 
improving relationships with cycling stakeholders; 

 
(d) work with stakeholders to identify further areas for additional trail 

development to provide long term opportunities and certainty; and 
 

(e) report back to the Assembly on progress in the first sitting week of 2018. 
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Canberra has an excellent network of recreational forest trails and they attract 
thousands of people every year who engage in a variety of sports and activities. 
We are privileged to have these trails and they have helped Canberra to grow 
very active sporting communities, who make use of the trails for recreation and 
for organised events. 
 
The trails are an important factor contributing to some of the great outcomes we are 
getting in the city. We have high levels of participation in recreational activities, we 
are the most active city, the healthiest city, a very livable city, and, as we all know, it 
was recently declared one of the best cities to visit in the world. 
 
An activity like mountain biking is increasingly popular in Canberra, and this is 
basically attributable to the fact that we have great access to recreational trails. Talk to 
someone from Sydney or Melbourne, for example, and they will tell you that there is 
very little opportunity to do something like mountain biking there. You pretty much 
have to wait until a weekend and then make a special trip out of the city to some 
distant destination. In fact many Sydney-siders travel to Canberra for a weekend of 
mountain biking. 
 
Here in Canberra we have a good number of local, accessible, high quality forest trails. 
That in turn spawns great sporting and social organisations and clubs, such as 
Canberra Off-road Cyclists—better known as CORC—the Canberra One Gear 
Society, Stromlo night riders, Kowalski Brothers Trailworks and the Majura Pines 
Trail Alliance. These are organisations with hundreds of members that support 
countless events and help get kids and adults into healthy, recreational activities. 
 
Not surprisingly, Canberrans over-perform in off-road cycling competitions. Cyclists 
such as Caroline Buchanan, the world BMX champion, or Brendan Johnson, the 
national mountain bike marathon champion, live in Canberra and train on our trails. 
 
The point of my motion today is to draw attention to, firstly, the fact that the 
recreational trails in Canberra are, unfortunately, being diminished quite severely; and, 
secondly, to the fact that we need to better value and manage these trails. These are 
both issues that the government can and should address.  
 
The immediate case in point is Kowen Forest. Kowen Forest is used as a commercial 
pine plantation. However, over many years volunteers have created over 
100 kilometres of high quality mountain bike trails in two particular sections of the 
forest. 
 
I suspect that not all MLAs here are fans of mountain biking, so I need to clarify that 
these are not just dirt trails scraped into the ground, like kids might make on a spare 
block near their house. They are constructed to high standards with thousands of 
hours of work, signposted, reinforced with rocks, featuring wooden bridges and other 
features, logs, jumps, berms, climbs; it really is a professional facility, and the kind 
that people who like mountain biking will travel long distances to use. For people who 
mountain bike—and there are a lot of them—this is a very valuable asset. We should 
be thankful to the community of trail builders that spent so long volunteering to 
construct this asset for Canberra without asking for anything in return. 
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Not only do thousands of people use these trails, they host high profile biking events 
such as the Mont 24 and the Kowalski Classic. The Mont 24 is the largest mountain 
bike race in the country. The latest Kowalski Classic event occurred in September this 
year and was sold out, with over 1,200 participants and a waiting list. These are big, 
popular events in a well-used and highly valued recreational area.  
 
These are some of the reasons it is particularly problematic that all of these trails are 
flagged for destruction due to planned logging in the pine forest. Some logging has 
already occurred in the past couple of months and has destroyed 32 recreational trails 
in Kowen Forest. One of the particularly unfortunate outcomes was that, as I 
understand it, the mountain biking community was promised that the logging would 
be done “sensitively” and that trails could—at least to some extent—be retained. This 
does not seem to have occurred. The first parcel of forest hosting these trails is 
completely destroyed, the trails are completely destroyed and there appears to have 
been no sensitivity shown at all. It looks like a wasteland where the large logging 
machinery has just rolled in, in the same way as always, trails or no trails. It is 
actually a very sad outcome. 
 
The community that built and uses these trails is aware that the forest is used for 
commercial logging. They were under the impression, however, that there could be a 
more nuanced approach, and that the trails and logging could coexist in a happier way. 
 
One of the key asks in my motion is for the government to investigate options for 
retaining the existing trails in Kowen Forest. This needs to occur immediately, before 
they are permanently destroyed. Once that happens, as has happened with 32 trails 
already, a valuable community resource is gone forever. 
 
One of the ways this can happen is for the government to properly establish the true 
value to the community of the trail network in Kowen Forest, both as a stand-alone 
trail network and in combination with the other recreational venues around Canberra, 
such as Stromlo Forest Park and Majura Pines. Of course, this value is not just an 
economic value. There is an economic value from tourism and other commerce 
related to recreational activities, but there are also the broader benefits such as the 
social and health benefits to the community. 
 
As yet the government have not properly assessed the real value of the recreational 
trails. They know how much money they will get from logging, but they have not 
valued the broader recreational value of the trails. I do not think a decision to destroy 
the trails should be taken without first properly looking at their value. 
 
Numerous other jurisdictions have done work to determine the broader value of their 
planted forests. As just one example, a study of the recreational value of a planted 
forest on the fringe of Rotorua in New Zealand estimated its value at about 
$5.2 million annually from walking and $10.2 million annually from mountain biking. 
The value of the mountain biking alone is actually five times the annual timber 
revenue from that forest. We have to do the same work here in the territory. The 
authors of the Rotorua study summed it up well. They said: 
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Recreation is an important environmental service provided by many planted 
forests. The value of this service, however, is not well known. For policy makers 
and land managers to make informed decisions on planted forest management for 
multiple benefits, they need to recognize the value of the environmental services 
provided. 

 
The government here currently sees its pine plantations as a logging resource that 
supports some recreation. The logging always takes precedence. I think we can view 
this issue through an entirely different prism. In the future we might see plantations 
first as a valuable recreational resource which also happen to support some logging. 
 
It is not just Kowen Forest’s trail network that is under threat. Majura Pines is also 
scheduled for logging that is likely to destroy the existing network of trails. The trails 
in Majura Pines actually received a significant revamp in 2014. I was the 
TAMS minister at the time, so I am very aware of this. It had to be done after the 
Majura Parkway was cut through the middle of what was the previous Majura Pines 
recreational area. The community showed a strong interest in maintaining the area for 
recreation, with over 680 people contributing to a public consultation process. The 
government contributed almost $300,000 to revamp the trails, and the Majura Pines 
Trail Alliance was formed, a fantastic network of volunteers who help create and 
maintain the trails. This was a great outcome, as the facility was saved from the brink 
after the Majura Parkway was constructed through the middle.  
 
Majura Pines is going brilliantly and is a highly used community resource. The 
Majura Pines Trail Alliance has collected data on its use, both from public 
information available through GPS logs, such as the web application Strava, and from 
their own installation of infrared counters on the trails themselves. In a single year 
they have tracked over 26,000 rides on the Majura Pines trails. Most riders are from 
the ACT but thousands of riders have also come from other states and territories, as 
well as a range of countries, including the US, UK, New Zealand, Canada, 
Switzerland and various other parts of Europe, and Asia. This is a highly used and 
valued recreational facility. Tracking at Kowen Forest has shown similar impressive 
statistics. 
 
It was especially disappointing when this year the government proposed logging in 
Majura Pines, which would have damaged and destroyed trails it had just helped 
create. This kind of episode unfortunately confirms the worst stereotypes about 
government: that on one hand it helps create a facility and on the other hand it 
proposes to knock it down. As a minister I can say that, unfortunately, we do not 
always get this information ourselves, which is why it is valuable that the community 
bring this information to us, and that is why I want to bring this to the attention of the 
Assembly today. 
 
Fortunately, after the government released this logging schedule, the concerned 
community responded and managed to negotiate at least a more sensitive and 
staggered approach to the logging. It is problematic that this occurred only because of 
a community intervention. I would have hoped that the directorate would have taken 
this on board, knowing the value of these spaces and the money we just spent on it, 
and actually given the minister clearer advice about the possible options. 
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I should also mention Stromlo Forest Park, a fantastic facility for mountain biking, as 
well as other activities such as running and horse riding. Unfortunately, the current 
master plan proposes to remove a significant amount of Stromlo’s beginner mountain 
bike trails at the base of the mountain, and replace them with ovals. Ovals are also a 
good community facility, of course, and the new communities in Molonglo will need 
such facilities, but the removal of the tracks is problematic. These are the tracks 
particularly used by beginner riders: kids and families. The change reduces the 
number of trails at Stromlo, even though its user base is growing, especially as the 
Molonglo Valley population is increasing. 
 
Consider the situation that, of the three major off-road cycling areas in Canberra, we 
now have all of the Kowen Forest trails flagged for destruction from logging, trails in 
Majura Pines flagged for destruction from logging, and tracks at Stromlo proposed for 
removal. We should be going in the other direction: improving and protecting the 
trails, taking advantage of the fact that Canberra already has an excellent reputation as 
a destination for off-road riding, as well as on-road. We could become Australia’s 
mountain biking capital. 
 
There are real economic opportunities that come with such a reputation. It is not 
surprising that we see developers in places like Denman Prospect, Wright and 
Coombs advertising with mountain biking imagery. Similarly, some Canberra hotels 
advertise themselves as mountain bike friendly. It is because this is a popular sport 
and Canberra has already established a good reputation. We are in danger of wasting 
this instead of harnessing it. At the moment you can come to Canberra for a week and 
ride different trails virtually every day. We must not undermine the terrific natural 
advantage that we have. 
 
Other parts of Australia are embracing this opportunity. Parts of Australia such as 
Warburton in Victoria, Mount Buller, the Snowy Mountains Shire and the north-east 
of Tasmania are currently investing up to $10 million each in the development of 
specific mountain bike infrastructure, with a view to building a tourist destination 
specifically targeting mountain bike tourists. Currently, we are ahead of these places, 
but they will soon leave us behind, and if we are actively diminishing our mountain 
biking assets it will happen twice as fast. 
 
We need a positive, long-term approach to managing recreational trails, as well as a 
positive plan to improve recreational cycling in the territory. This motion asks the 
government to do that. It asks for a proper analysis of the value of recreational trails 
and the associated networks across Canberra, including their social, health, economic 
and recreational value. It also asks the government to produce a cycling tourism 
strategy and mountain biking strategy, in order to grow the amount of cycling for both 
recreation and as a means of travel, to harness tourism opportunities, and to actually 
properly manage the resources we have for the long term, including by working with 
cycling stakeholders. 
 
I expect one of the important outcomes from this exercise will be the identification of 
new areas in Canberra where the community and the government can build 
recreational trails and where they can remain for the long term as a valued and  
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well-managed resource. There are many opportunities for this, such as other parts of 
Kowen Forest or certain areas out in the Cotter and Uriarra regions. 
 
To conclude, I urge all members to support this motion. It asks the government to 
ensure a successful and viable future for recreational trails in the ACT and to 
recognise they have value in a whole range of ways. It asks the government to find 
ways to preserve the existing trails before they are destroyed by logging, with their 
true value never even being recognised. It also asks for a positive, forward-looking 
cycling strategy, to ensure that we are taking advantage of the excellent assets we 
already have, as well as finding new opportunities. I think this will have great benefits 
for Canberra and the community long into the future, and I commend my motion to 
the Assembly. 
 
MR GENTLEMAN (Brindabella—Minister for Police and Emergency Services, 
Minister for the Environment and Heritage, Minister for Planning and Land 
Management and Minister for Urban Renewal) (3.41): The government will be 
supporting the motion with a minor amendment. I move: 
 

Omit paragraph (2)(c), substitute: 
 

“(c) produce an ACT Cycling Tourism Strategy that covers all cycling 
disciplines, including mountain biking. The strategy should be 
financially, socially and environmentally sustainable, be developed in 
consultation with community interest groups, and outline how 
government, the private sector and community groups can work together 
to create a cycling destination with world-class trails and urban 
cycleways;”. 

 
The ACT protects more of its bushland than any other Australian state or territory. 
Over 66 per cent of the territory’s 236,000 hectares is reserved to ensure that our 
unique natural, cultural and recreational heritage is protected for the benefit of all. If 
we include our pine forest plantations, that figure jumps to almost 70 per cent. 
 
It is also true that the ACT community has unmatched access to some of the most 
scenic and rare landscapes in the country. Namadgi National Park and Tidbinbilla 
Nature Reserve are part of the Australian Alps National Parks, a network of protected 
area that stretches from Mt Baw Baw in Victoria’s Gippsland all the way along the 
roof of eastern Australia to Namadgi and Tidbinbilla in the ACT. In a warming 
climate, the protection of our alpine areas takes on fundamental importance, 
remembering that these areas provide us with the water we need to survive. Our small 
jurisdiction is also entrusted with the preservation of the largest patch of nationally 
endangered yellow box woodland in public hands and the largest patches of temperate 
native grassland left in Australia. 
 
The challenge for our land managers is to protect these special areas but not to lock 
them up. After all, parks are for people as much as they are for the environment. The 
motion before us today is essentially about recreational access and the value one 
particular segment of the community rightfully places on access to mountain bike 
trails. I will share with the Assembly some pertinent facts related to recreational 
opportunity in Canberra’s green space areas.  
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It is estimated that no Canberran lives further than 3.5 kilometres from a nature 
reserve, national park or pine forest, with the average distance being only 977 metres. 
Our survey results suggest over three million visits annually to just the 38 units that 
make up the urban bushland of Canberra Nature Park. Our city can be more accurately 
described as the accessible bush capital, and Canberrans and visitors find ways to 
enjoy our green backyard in many and varied ways, the most popular being running, 
walking and cycling, whether as part of a daily commute, a morning stroll or a 
strenuous training session. Canberrans have access to thousands of kilometres of 
formed trail, and a good proportion of trail is contained within our working softwood 
plantations scattered along the margins of the urban area. Is it any wonder that cycling 
continues to appeal as the most popular recreational activity? Indeed, I agree with 
Mr Rattenbury that Canberra is Australia’s cycling capital. 
 
The territory supports approximately 400 kilometres of trail marked as mountain bike 
trail, noting of course that much more opportunity exists to cycle our wider 
management trail network. Particularly popular with mountain bikers are the 
Centenary Trail, Majura Pines, Stromlo Forest Park, Bruce Ridge, Isaacs Pines and of 
course Kowen Forest with its 120 kilometres of purpose-built trail. These places are a 
mix of pine plantation areas, purpose-built recreation facility and nature reserve. 
 
The 2003 bushfires destroyed large tracts of plantation to the city’s west, leaving the 
4,500 hectare Kowen Forest as the largest area of commercial pine plantation left in 
the territory. The Kowen plantation returns around $5 million per annum in timber 
sales to the territory. In 2015-16 the territory negotiated contractual arrangements 
with the Forestry Corporation of New South Wales that will look to supply 
70,000 tonnes of timber per annum to the market through 2019-20. Over this period, 
ACT pine will find its way into five regional sawmills as well as a small export 
market to China where it is utilised in construction. Our local sawmill, Auswest 
Timbers, employs 24 people at its Fyshwick facility. The mill has a high reliance on 
the flow of timber from the Kowen plantation. Furthermore, estimates from the forest 
industry suggest that for every person directly employed in forestry operations, a 
further three jobs are created in related support industries.  
 
Our pine plantations are not just a renewable source of timber providing employment 
opportunity for the territory and the region. The operating model in place in the 
ACT also embraces the recreational potential of these working forests. I agree that our 
pine forest areas are popular across Canberra. In fact, 30 recreational groups use 
Kowen Forest alone and there are hundreds of organised recreational activities 
annually ranging from mountain biking to bushwalking, orienteering, equestrian uses, 
athletics, rallying and dog sledding. Each of these groups successfully works with our 
forest managers to fit their recreational activities around the commercial operations of 
growing and substantially harvesting pines. 
 
This is an important point, as the very model that derives a return to the territory from 
plantation timber also funds the upkeep of the management trails, maintenance of the 
signage and fences and the control of pest plants. With this infrastructure funded and 
managed, recreation can thus be safely supported in working plantations. The land 
manager recognises another important role played by pine forests: they enable the  
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diversion of activities that might not be as suited to nature reserves or national park, 
and allow for the diluting of recreational impact across the landscape. 
 
I mentioned that Kowen Forest supports about 120 kilometres of purpose-built 
mountain bike trails. At this point I acknowledge a small dedicated group of 
volunteers who passionately give of their time to build and create mountain bike trails 
in our pine forests. They have created such gems as the “Crazy Horse”, the “Drunken 
Noodle”, the “Dunny Back Door” and “Extra Nooky”; trails that are colourfully 
named, and designed to challenge all levels of mountain bike expertise. 
 
I have met with the representatives from groups who use trails in Kowen Forest, 
Majura Pines and elsewhere as well as the track builders themselves. My commitment 
was that forest managers would consider ways of minimising the impact forest 
harvesting and replanting operations have on the mountain bike trail networks and to 
consider and advise on additional areas that can be opened up for mountain biking. 
 
At times the sustainable harvest of an allotment will impact on trails. While new trails 
can be rebuilt relatively quickly with the aid of machinery, mountain bikers do not 
value a section of trail through a cleared landscape as highly as one running under the 
canopy of pines. Where harvesting operations can be delayed in preference to other 
parts of the forest, this will and has been done in the past. In fact, many of the trails in 
Kowen have persisted for many years as harvesting schedules have been staggered. 
However, as alternative allotments are exhausted and the east Kowen pines begin to 
push the boundaries of marketable age, these areas are required to come on line for 
harvesting. 
 
Forest managers have engaged with all track builders for a number of years, and 
formally since 2012, regarding a sustainable harvesting scheduling for Kowen. The 
aim is to keep dialogue open with track builders and to be clear about the potential life 
of trails thus enabling track builders to understand the risks of building new tracks in 
certain parts of the forest estate. 
 
I add that as part of its recreational use planning, the parks and conservation service is 
currently undertaking a recreational landscape analysis for the entirety of land under 
its management, including nature reserves and pine forests. The aim is to produce a 
considered policy position on what recreation can be supported where. This process 
will be a public one guided by a community steering group, and it is anticipated that 
the mountain biking community will have representation.  
 
Returning to the concept of making Canberra the cycling capital, I agree with 
Mr Rattenbury that much could be done to leverage our natural advantage to keep and 
attract more cycling tourism to our city. This government has committed to the 
development of the cycling tourism strategy. In fact, Visit Canberra has been leading 
an inter-directorate effort to produce a draft of this document together with key 
stakeholder groups. 
 
The strategy and accompanying action plan will look to adopt a whole-of-government 
approach to ensure that the key decisions relating to infrastructure, transport, parks  
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and forests, and strategic land-use planning, are all working collaboratively to 
strengthen the range of cycling opportunities.  
 
The strategy will look to outline practical options for building Canberra’s reputation 
as Australia’s cycling destination of choice, attractive to domestic and international 
visitors alike with flow-on economic benefits for the community and businesses of the 
ACT and region. I expect the strategy would be launched in the first half of 2018. 
 
In closing, we are, indeed, fortunate to have easy access to so much recreational 
opportunity in the ACT, and this government’s commitment is to work closely with 
the community to ensure a balance in the management of open space and forest areas 
to cater for a wide range of recreational enjoyment whilst ensuring natural and 
cultural values are best protected. 
 
The value of Kowen Forest as a cycling destination can continue to co-exist within a 
program of commercial sustainable harvesting. In the short term I have requested the 
forest manager work with the recreational groups to determine how mountain bike 
trail builders can be assisted to establish new trail alignments through appropriate 
areas in Kowen and other pine forests. The development of a cycle tourism strategy 
expected in 2018 will provide the policy platform and outlying practical initiatives to 
truly make Canberra both the bush capital and the cycling capital of Australia. 
 
MR MILLIGAN (Yerrabi) (3.52): I thank Mr Rattenbury for moving this motion. 
We will not be opposing this motion as it speaks to a matter about which I have 
previously written to the Minister for Sport and Recreation. This matter was raised 
with me back in June this year. I contacted the minister in early July and again at the 
beginning of October in the hope of some intervention if not some answers. But, like 
the minister’s response, which we are still waiting on, this motion comes too late.  
 
The final bell has tolled for the Kowalski brothers’ trails on Sparrow Hill and at 
Kowen Forest; 15 October was the last opportunity for rides at the Kowen Forest, the 
home to mountain biking since the Canberra bushfires of 2003 that demolished the 
original tracks on the slopes of Mount Stromlo. The area has been home to the race 
known as the BentSpoke Kowalski Classic, which celebrates the achievements of 
local trail builders Paul Cole, Alan Anderson and the Kowalski brothers. Together, 
these men hand built over 120 kilometres of cycling trails in east Kowen and across 
Sparrow Hill. But they are no more. The photos on Facebook show the empty space 
where once there were trees.  
 
The areas of Sparrow Hill and east Kowen have been home to some of the finest 
mountain biking in Australia. Sparrow Hill was home to four well-maintained 
well-signposted loops ranging from five to 50 kilometres and engaging a full-time 
caretaker. What has been particularly galling and disappointing is that these tracks, 
which they built themselves, were destroyed by ongoing harvesting of the timbers in 
the pine forest. They called on the government to intervene on their behalf, not 
thinking that a few million dollars to be made from harvesting was anywhere near the 
value of health and economic benefits to be gained from retaining mountain biking 
trails in their current format at Sparrow Hill. 
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They have raised the concern with me and the minister that more and more mountain 
bike tracks are being encroached upon in the ACT. With the amount of housing 
construction going on, they firmly believe that it will not be long until it will feel like 
they are riding through people’s backyards. Stromlo Park is a case in point. One 
aspect they were particularly keen to engage the minister on was the development of a 
policy which would protect some of these wilderness-type areas that survived the fires 
of 2003. This would have added benefit to bringing in tourism, as well as increasing 
opportunities for recreational cycling by locals. But it seems they reached out to the 
government in vain. Just as the minister did not respond to my letters, so she has not 
responded to them.  
 
The last event has been held and the forest harvested again. As a result of such 
short-sighted attitudes, the community is left with few options but to ride away to 
other places in Australia, and they do not have far to go to be honest. They ride in my 
old stomping grounds just across the border, the Bright-Wangaratta-Wodonga area, 
mainly because it is brilliant for cycling. They also travel to Adelaide and Brisbane. 
All these places are mountain bike destinations. And where the bikers go, the cash 
goes also in tourism dollars and sponsorship deals. Mountain biking equals cash in 
our economy.  
 
Perhaps the biggest and brightest growing star is Tasmania where a far-sighted 
government has set their sights on becoming the leading destination for cycle tourism 
in Australia. The Tasmanian government have a clear strategy and vision of showing 
great leadership, and they have backed it up with even more funding. They have set 
the priority for building infrastructure—more tracks, routes and trails—having already 
invested $1 million for the St Helen’s mountain bike trail network and $800,000 on 
the blue derby mountain bike trails. They have set a priority for education and support 
that leads industry and community development, committing $6 million to establish a 
cycle tourism fund to make this happen. They have set as a priority development 
which will position Tasmania, not Canberra, as Australia’s best cycling destination. 
 
They have done this through the new Tasmanian cycle tourism strategy which aims to 
guide the development of Tasmania’s cycling tracks and trails; grow and promote 
experiences and events; and improve safety for all cyclists. Already they have 
received in the past year 38,000 visitors, a number that is growing steadily. Tasmania, 
not Canberra, have grown their economy drawing more visitors to their state across 
the regions and creating more jobs.  
 
What will this government do in response? Will they continue to ignore the needs of 
this section of the community, a section that has the potential to grow and bring in 
tourism dollars as well as supporting social, health and community values? Will this 
government continue to ignore stakeholders who have reached out to them through a 
number of avenues, including my office? Or will they respond positively to the 
motion put by Mr Rattenbury and work out ways to engage with the cyclists to keep 
the tracks open, to add new infrastructure, produce an ACT cycling tourism strategy, 
and fund its development and growth in the ACT? 
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MR RATTENBURY (Kurrajong) (3.58): I thank members for their support for this 
important sporting and recreational activity here in Canberra and its enthusiasm for 
making it successful and helping to grow Canberra’s reputation as a great place to be. 
I am happy to support Mr Gentleman’s amendment. It is a clarification that helps the 
ministry in working through this, and I appreciate that he approached me prior to have 
a discussion about that amendment.  
 
Amendment agreed to. 
 
Original question, as amended, resolved in the affirmative. 
 
Education, Employment and Youth Affairs—Standing 
Committee 
Statement by chair 
 
MR PETTERSSON (Yerrabi) (3.59): Pursuant to standing order 246A, I wish to 
make a statement on behalf of the Standing Committee on Education, Employment 
and Youth Affairs relating to the 2016 annual report of the University of Canberra, 
tabled on 9 May 2017. 
 
I advise the Assembly that at a private meeting on 19 October 2017 the committee 
resolved to conduct an inquiry into the 2016 annual report of the University of 
Canberra. 
 
In its Report on Annual and Financial Reports 2015-2016, tabled on 11 May 
2017, the committee noted its belief that the University of Canberra’s annual reports 
should be subject to scrutiny by an Assembly committee. The committee 
recommended that the Minister for Higher Education, Training and Research advise 
the Assembly as to the appropriateness or otherwise of the committee’s future 
consideration of the annual report and financial statements of the University of 
Canberra.  
 
The government response to that report, tabled on 21 September 2017, stated: 
 

The University of Canberra (UC) operates under the University of Canberra Act 
1989, which requires UC to provide an annual report for presentation to the 
Legislative Assembly each calendar year. Neither the University of Canberra Act 
nor the Financial Management Act 1996 require the UC Annual Report to be 
referred to committee for formal examination. The Government considers the 
current reporting requirements provide sufficient oversight and transparency. 

 
The committee also wrote to the Minister for Higher Education, Training and 
Research, as well as the manager of government business, to request that the 
2016 annual report of the University of Canberra be included in this Assembly’s next 
annual reports referral. The minister reiterated in correspondence to the committee 
that the government considers that the current reporting requirements provide 
sufficient oversight and transparency. 
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On 24 August 2017 the resolution of 16 February 2017 referring 2016-17 annual and 
financial reports to committees for inquiry and report was amended to remove all 
references to the University of Canberra. This was done in order to allow time for the 
government response to the committee’s Report on Annual and Financial Reports 
2015-2016 to be tabled and in light of ongoing correspondence between the 
committee and the minister. 
 
Despite the government’s position on this matter, the committee maintains that it 
would be of value for the University of Canberra’s annual and financial statements to 
be subject to scrutiny and reporting by a committee of this Assembly. 
 
The committee has therefore resolved to self-refer the 2016 annual report of the 
University of Canberra for inquiry and report. The committee intends to run this 
inquiry concurrently with its inquiry into other annual and financial reports for the 
2016-17 financial year, as referred by this Assembly on 26 October 2017. 
 
Financial integrity and compliance 
 
MR BARR (Kurrajong—Chief Minister, Treasurer, Minister for Economic 
Development and Minister for Tourism and Major Events) (4.01): I move:  
 

That this Assembly: 
 

(1) notes the importance of financial integrity and compliance controls in 
procurement; and  

 
(2) commits to: 

 
(a) investigating the feasibility of improving the linkages between our 

contract and financial management systems and processes to enable 
reporting on contracts associated with invoices on the notifiable 
invoices register; and 

 
(b) reporting back to the Assembly on the outcomes of this assessment by 

1 July 2018. 
 
I will be brief, as I foreshadowed this yesterday. This motion commits that the 
government will look at opportunities to improve the connections between our 
contracts and financial systems and processes to improve reporting and compliance 
controls. As part of the analysis, we will assess the costs and impacts associated with 
this work to enable us to make an informed decision on the best way forward. We will 
report the outcomes of this assessment back to the Assembly by the date in the motion. 
 
MR COE (Yerrabi—Leader of the Opposition) (4.02): I move: 
 

Omit paragraph (2)(b), substitute:  
 
“(b) reporting back to the Assembly on the outcomes of this assessment by no 

later than the first sitting day of June 2018;  
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(c) investigating the obstacles in changing the current notifiable invoice 

register threshold of $25 000 when exporting data for publication and 
reporting back to the Assembly by the last sitting day of 2017; and  

 
(d) investigating whether the contract number is, or can be, entered into the 

Oracle Financials system and reporting back to the Assembly by the last 
sitting day of 2017.”. 

 
The motion today is a direct response to the concerns I raised through the Government 
Procurement (Financial Integrity) Amendment Bill 2017, which was mostly gutted 
last sitting day. The situation, I think, is quite straightforward. I believe that changing 
a query from $25,000 to $12,500 should be relatively straightforward. For some 
reason it seems that the government thinks it is in the too-hard basket.  
 
I note that in the motion as proposed by the Chief Minister they are looking to do far 
more than simply change that query from $25,000 down to $12,500. However, I do 
not think it is acceptable that we should have to wait until June to get a response on 
whether they can change that query.  
 
In effect, the amended motion would read that we commit to investigating the 
feasibility of improving the linkages between our contract and financial management 
systems and processes to enable reporting on contracts associated with invoices on the 
notifiable invoices register, to reporting back to the Assembly by the first sitting day 
in June, to investigating the obstacles in changing the current notifiable invoice 
register threshold of $25,000, and to reporting back to the Assembly by the last sitting 
day of 2017. It is, in effect, asking for the Chief Minister to come back to us in a few 
weeks time, having had a preliminary look to see whether this is going to be possible. 
In light of that, I ask that the Greens and the government consider that amendment.  
 
MS LE COUTEUR (Murrumbidgee) (4.05): There has been a bit of email 
correspondence on these issues. I have a problem with Mr Coe’s amendment, which I 
have just received; it is excellent timing. The idea of reporting back on the substantive 
body of work a bit earlier is a good idea. It has obviously the major advantage that it 
means that this can be discussed as part of the estimates process. On the other two, as 
I said to Mr Coe, while no doubt it would be possible to get them done by that time— 
 
Mr Coe: No, it is reporting back. It is an update. It is not actually doing it; it is 
reporting back to see whether it is possible.  
 
MS LE COUTEUR: My concern is that by putting in such a tight deadline, the 
reporting back would be a very cursory affair. Obviously you can report back and say 
something but if we want any useful information as part of this reporting back then we 
probably, in all fairness to the government, need to give them a bit longer than about 
three weeks. So I have problems with (c) and (d). That timing is a bit unfair on the 
government, who, let us face it, before the beginning of this week were not planning 
to do this work any time soon. If this were in two motions, which it is not, I would be 
supporting (b), but (c) and (d) are, I think, too challenging. 
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MR BARR (Kurrajong—Chief Minister, Treasurer, Minister for Economic 
Development and Minister for Tourism and Major Events) (4.07): Mr Coe gave no 
warning to the government of this amendment. I heard through Ms Le Couteur that 
there might be something coming. This is different from the conversation that 
Ms Le Couteur and I had about 15 minutes ago. So it is not— 
 
Mr Coe: No, it is not.  
 
MR BARR: You do not know. You were not even here for the discussion that I had 
with Ms Le Couteur, so do not tell me about that, Mr Coe. I know about that 
conversation.  
 
In relation to this, I do not have a problem with bringing forward the reporting back to 
the Assembly by a few weeks to June 2018. But, as I have discussed with 
Ms Le Couteur, and we are of one mind in relation to this, the government will not be 
supporting the second and third parts of Mr Coe’s amendment.  
 
If Mr Coe seeks leave to split his amendments to change the reporting date from 
1 July to the first sitting day in June, which of course is budget day, then the 
government is happy to support that amendment. But we will not be supporting 
amendments (c) and (d). I think Mr Coe has indicated that he is happy to split his 
amendment.  
 
Mr Coe: I do not think I need leave. I think we should just let this happen.  
 
MR BARR: If that is the case then I think we can be in agreement to support 
amendment (b) but not (c) and (d), Madam Speaker.  
 
Ordered that the question be divided. 
 
Paragraph (2)(b) agreed to.  
 
Paragraph (2)(c) and (d) negatived.  
 
Original question, as amended, resolved in the affirmative. 
 
Casino (Electronic Gaming) Bill 2017 
 
Debate resumed from 24 August 2017, on motion by Mr Ramsay:  
 

That this bill be agreed to in principle.  
 
MR PARTON (Brindabella) (4.10): The Canberra Liberals will oppose this bill for a 
number of reasons. What an absolute debacle this has become. Consider how it started 
with the unsolicited bid, the stunning video, wonderful graphics, the amazing artist’s 
impression of a revamped Canberra city centre, and this amazing retail and food 
precinct. And what do we have now? I would suggest we have two-fifths of nothing. 
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How amazing that the holier than thou Greens will clearly be voting for this bill. I 
know we have an amendment coming. Is it not amazing that the Greens, who are so 
worried about people doing harm to themselves in gambling houses, are voting for 
poker machines to go into the casino? 
 
But not just poker machines. In this gambling harm awareness week, the Greens are 
not voting just for poker machines in the casino; they are voting for a completely new 
form of gambling to be introduced in the form of fully automated table games. We 
have never seen them here in the ACT. This form of gambling has never been 
available here in Canberra. But, thanks to Ms Le Croupier—thanks to Caroline 
Le Croupier and Roulette Rattenbury; thanks to the Greens and our good friend, 
Mr Ramsay—everyone will now have the ability to play fully automated table games. 
They have never been here before. 
 
James Packer would be very pleased with this. This is half-baked legislation. So many 
of the finer details that would be required to make an informed decision on matters as 
important as these are simply left out to be determined by bureaucrats at a later date. 
 
One of the most absurd things that the minister said in this chamber—let us face it, we 
have quite a number to choose from—was in regards to this bill. Mr Ramsay 
suggested that the bill had nothing to do with the unsolicited bid from Aquis to 
redevelop the casino precinct. Suggesting that this bill has nothing to do with the 
Aquis bid is like suggesting that Floriade has nothing to do with spring or that the 
Mardi Gras has nothing to do with the LGBTIQ community. 
 
The bill relates to the unsolicited bid from Aquis to redevelop the casino precinct in 
return for access to poker machine licences. You cannot separate the two. When the 
Chief Minister met with Aquis at 2.45 pm on 21 May 2015—when Tony and Jason 
Fung and others from Aquis walked through the casino’s unsolicited bid proposal; 
when they showed that swish video and detailed exactly what would be built on the 
site—they made it abundantly clear that all of this grandeur, all of these jobs, all of 
this development would be commercially viable only if gaming machines were 
approved for operation in the casino. This is how business works in the real world. 
Enterprising people come up with scenarios whereby they invest a certain amount of 
money; they take a risk; they make a judgment on how much they can get in return. 
 
I was asked by the media to respond to the casino bill on the day it was tabled. I 
said—I cannot remember the exact quote—words to the effect that, if I were a 
bookmaker, I would be offering 10 to one against the casino redevelopment going 
ahead. I am sure that Mr Ramsay and his staff googled “10 to one against” after I 
made that statement to get their heads around what I was saying. I say that because 
time and time again in this portfolio Mr Ramsay and his staff make it clear that they 
have no understanding of the gambling or the racing space, none whatsoever. This is 
shown again in this bill. 
 
If you think that Mr Ramsay has no idea what is going on in this space, you want to 
have a chat to Mr Rattenbury and Ms Le Couteur. Mr Rattenbury and Ms Le Couteur 
are so clueless in this space, they make Mr Ramsay look like Tom Waterhouse! 
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Far be it from me to give political advice to ACT Labor on matters such as this, but I 
cannot resist. I have a suggestion for ACT Labor. When it comes to trying to gain any 
benefit out of this unsolicited bid from Aquis—when it comes to trying to salvage 
anything out of the wreckage of this idea—my message to the Labor government is 
this: you made your bed; you lie in it. 
 
You guys are running this town together. You have got this very cosy arrangement 
with the Greens, so sort it out with them. See whether you can come to any 
arrangement which would give any glimmer of hope to this glittering city 
redevelopment. See if you can come to any agreement which would allow any form of 
business case to survive. We wish you all the best of luck with that. 
 
The Canberra Liberals have long supported the community gaming model in the 
ACT. Poker machines came to the ACT back in the 1970s. It must be said that for 
some it was a reluctant introduction. It was in part based on the large sums of money 
that were leaving the ACT and going straight across the border to Queanbeyan. 
 
The poker machines were established here in the ACT for the right reasons. This was 
about supporting community clubs. As a community, we have all reaped the benefits. 
The sporting infrastructure that has been established in the ACT by our community 
clubs is staggering. By and large, the community contributions on so many levels 
make Canberra a much better city. 
 
Of course, this government have been hell bent on seeking revenge against 
ClubsACT since the election last year. They did whatever they could to make it 
difficult for clubs, particularly under that peak body umbrella. The behaviour of the 
Chief Minister and the minister in this place has been deplorable. I urge them both to 
grow up. 
 
So reiterating: the Canberra Liberals support the ongoing community gaming model 
here in the ACT. We see no need to change it. I refer to some specific parts of this bill. 
Part 5, section 21, states: 
 

(1) The casino licensee— 
 

having already gone through the process of acquiring the restricted authorisation— 
 

may apply to the commission to have a restricted authorisation converted to an 
authorisation to operate a casino gaming machine … 
 
(3) For subsection (2) (c), the required documents are the following: 
 
… written evidence that the planning and land authority has— 
 
(i) approved a development proposal … in relation to the redevelopment of the 
casino and … casino precinct … 

 
The bill does not specify how grand or otherwise the redevelopment must be. As is 
the case with a number of things attached to this bill, it is left up to our imagination.  
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By the letter of the law, if this bill is passed in its current form, the casino could 
convert restricted authorisations into authorisations to operate the machines by simply 
getting the planning and land authority to approve a redevelopment of the women’s 
toilets at the casino and by putting up a drinking fountain within the casino precinct. 
 
If anyone believes for a single moment that Aquis is going to continue with the 
original casino and precinct development, they have got another think coming. At the 
time of the original proposal, Aquis made it clear to the government that the 
redevelopment relied upon income from those poker machines. 
 
The harm minimisation measures that appear in this bill are absurd. They are absurd 
in a casino space. When you line them up against any other casino in the world, they 
are absurd. Under the absurd harm minimisation measures, it is very clear that the 
casino would fall well short of the proposed income figures from those machines, and 
that is not to mention the enormous cost imposts to comply with the measures in the 
set-up phase. 
 
Aquis sent a submission re this bill to my office and, I am assuming, to others in this 
place, where they spell this out. They say: 
 

The revenue and cost implications of the pre commitment system and lower bet 
limit are likely to have significant implications for the viability of a business case 
for any redevelopment and more broadly the sustainability of a business that 
makes significant contributions to employment and tourism in the ACT. 

 
The other great problem is access to the actual hardware. It is possible that Aquis or 
any other operator would be able to access the hardware if we were at a $5 level. But 
this bill does not set it at $5. Instead, the government has put it out to the community, 
asking people who have never ever been into a casino in their entire lives what they 
think the maximum bet level should be. 
 
We understand that we have some amendments coming. I do not know where we will 
end up. The Gaming Technologies Association of Australia and Aristocrat have 
confirmed to me—I am sure they have confirmed it to those on the other side—that, if 
the government arrives at a number lower than $5, there simply will not be machines 
available. Nobody makes them. When you consider the small size of this mini-harm 
minimisation jurisdiction, it is not viable. I guess there is a price for everything. You 
can get anything for a price—just look at Northbourne Avenue. It is not viable for any 
manufacturer to develop the product. 
 
We have not even started with a mandatory pre commitment system. No such system 
exists in Australia for this form of gambling. The cost of developing one for such a 
small mini-jurisdiction, again, would be prohibitive. 
 
I know that Gaming Technologies Australia have already indicated to the government 
that setting up a mandatory pre commitment system without a centralised monitoring 
system is simply not possible. I heard Mr Rattenbury in the media saying that they 
were spruiking for their own industry. They are talking themselves out of business. 
There is all this stuff that could be made here. They would make a fortune out of it,  
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because it will cost a fortune. This is pie in the sky, wowser-ish, nanny state, fairy tale 
stuff, none of which will work in the real world. And Mr Barr knows it. 
 
Canberra Casino would become the only casino in the world with such draconian 
measures imposed. Other international examples of mandatory pre commitment have 
failed. This is just another example of this government meddling in areas that it has no 
understanding of. 
 
In closing, I will think out aloud. If the government has already conceded that Aquis 
is leaving and if they have set up the framework for these changes, I can only wonder 
whether one of our licensed clubs might step forward to purchase the casino. Who 
would like to hazard a guess which club that might be? I do not know; let us pick a 
club out of the blue: the Tradies club, for argument’s sake. 
 
Is there anyone who thinks the Tradies club might step forward to purchase the casino, 
grab the opportunity to get the fully automated gaming tables, and perhaps get around 
any of these harm minimisation measures and development clause measures by 
“redeveloping the casino precinct”? They could redevelop a section next door to the 
casino into a licensed club. Perhaps you could walk straight through, from the casino 
gaming floor to the club, where you could play the pokies without any of the harm 
minimisation rules in this bill. 
 
It is not the casino; this is Tradies in the city. But the Tradies would still get their 
FATGs to run in the casinos. What a bonus. And you think that any deal to set this up 
is not one that any government would agree to? You would have thought that about 
the Dickson car park and building arrangement there. On the face of it, it would be 
very difficult to jump through the regulatory hoops when it comes to setting up such 
an operation. But this government and the CFMEU are very good at finding inventive 
and creative ways to jump through regulatory hoops. We look forward to Tradies in 
the city. 
 
MR BARR (Kurrajong—Chief Minister, Treasurer, Minister for Economic 
Development and Minister for Tourism and Major Events) (4.22): We will come back 
to planet earth now. As the attorney noted in introducing this bill, it provides the 
legislative framework for access to different gaming products at the casino. Whether 
the casino should or should not have access to gaming machines has been the subject 
of community debate in this city for about three decades. This bill seeks to settle that 
question and makes clear the government’s expectations about the conditions for 
access to electronic gaming products.  
 
This bill also establishes the most significant harm minimisation measures in the 
country and important controls on access for electronic gaming products. Further 
provisions will cover a range of additional matters, including taxation and community 
contribution rates and a range of other technical, administrative and operational 
matters. The government is making a significant decision to enable the licensee of the 
casino, whoever that licensee should be, to apply to operate a limited number of 
gaming machines on the condition that they provide a significant benefit to the 
community in return.  
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The bill contributes to the government’s broader agenda to reduce gambling harm as a 
core component of the casino accessing electronic gaming products. The harm 
minimisation measures include that the casino licensee must undertake a social impact 
assessment that outlines the social and economic implications of the new electronic 
gaming products. Findings of the social impact assessment will determine the number 
of gaming machines and fully automated game terminals that can be operated up to a 
maximum of 200 gaming machines and 60 fully automated table game terminals. The 
Gambling and Racing Commission must be satisfied there are sufficient harm 
minimisation measures in place taking into account the social impact assessment 
findings.  
 
The casino will be required to forfeit one in three authorisations acquired from clubs 
and hotels, which will contribute to the significant reduction in the overall number of 
electronic gaming machine authorisations in the territory. The casino will only be able 
to operate gaming machines and fully automated table gaming terminals that they are 
able to connect to a central monitoring system and are capable of supporting other 
prescribed harm minimisation measures.  
 
The casino gaming machines must provide for mandatory precommitment to a net 
loss limit and a voluntary precommitment to a time limit. A maximum bet limit will 
apply to casino gaming machines, which can be reduced by regulation. This limit was 
subject to review by an expert panel incorporating community engagement from the 
your say web portal and has helped inform the government in determining the final 
bet limit figure for this legislation.  
 
Combined, these measures represent one of the toughest harm minimisation 
frameworks for electronic gaming at a casino in Australia. The harm minimisation 
benefits alone, however, are not enough in the eyes of the government or the broader 
Canberra community to enable the casino licensee to operate a broad range of gaming 
products.  
 
As the shadow minister for racing and gaming, Mr Parton, put it when he was not 
under the mind control of the Liberal Party:  
 

You think about the Melbourne couple who are holidaying in Canberra. They 
decide to go to [the] casino for a Friday night. He wants to play the tables, she is 
going to have a go on the pokies. They don’t get it once they get there and for 
some reason there are not machines.  
 
We should have poker machines at Casino Canberra. Unfortunately, I can’t see 
them winning this fight.  

 
No, not when you completely backflip on positions that you have taken previously. 
The opportunity is here now. Whilst this bill is proponent neutral, it does allow for the 
government to consider proposals from the casino licensee where there is a broader 
benefit to the community. The current licensee may choose not to take up the option 
outlined in this legislation of up to 200 gaming machines and 60 fully automated 
game terminals. However, it will remain open to the current licensee in future or 
future licensees to consider the option subject to an approved development proceeding.  
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This debate follows shortly after Canberra was deservingly awarded by Lonely Planet 
the accolade of being one of the best cities to visit in 2018. My government will 
continue to advocate for the growth of our city’s tourism industry. It employs 
16½ thousand people in this city. Our city also needs more investment in five and 
six-star accommodation where there is currently a gap in the market. Diversification is 
at the heart of both the government’s economic strategy and of Canberra’s tourism 
offerings. A proposal that boosts our economy and our attraction as a tourist 
destination is worthy of consideration.  
 
A redeveloped casino and resort-style shopping and entertainment precinct could 
provide enhanced public realm and outdoor spaces for the community. Improvements 
in food, entertainment and retail options would stimulate urban renewal and further 
investment in our city centre. An increased visitor presence would have flow-on 
benefits to other hotels, tourism and hospitality-related businesses, including the 
provision of new jobs.  
 
The bill provides that access to electronic gaming will only be available once a 
prescribed stage of development has been reached. Accessing the full suite of gaming 
products will only occur once any redevelopment is complete. Subject to commercial 
negotiations between the government and the proponent of any redevelopment, we 
will consider providing access to a limited number of authorisations as development 
milestones are achieved. Under the bill’s provisions these milestones will be set out in 
regulation, for transparency.  
 
I acknowledge there is a wide variety of views in the community on this policy 
decision. There is, of course, a degree of sensitivity about any debate around gaming 
and gaming venues. The government took this policy to the last election and was re-
elected. We believe there are significant benefits for Canberra that can flow from a 
redevelopment of the casino but we also believe that we can implement strict controls 
to reduce gambling harm. For these reasons, I believe the government has struck the 
right balance between support for a project that should be given due consideration and 
harm minimisation.  
 
That the shadow minister has completely changed his position reflects really only one 
thing, and that is his now membership of the Canberra Liberals. I acknowledge that 
the statement I quoted earlier was made when he was more independent in his 
thinking. He has now obviously fallen into line with his colleagues. 
 
Mr Hanson: How long have you been supporting it? 
 
MR BARR: I do note, Madam Speaker, that it was only in 2013 that the then Leader 
of the Opposition was asking you in this place, in your role at that time as Minister for 
Racing and Gaming, about how unfair it was that the casino did not have access to 
poker machines. Four years ago the then Leader of the Opposition was so concerned 
about this inequity that it was the subject of a series of questions in question time. The 
shadow minister is on the public record as saying, “We should have poker machines 
in Casino Canberra.” 
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Mr Parton: But you live and learn, don’t you? 
 
MR BARR: You do. You live and learn and you can change your mind. There we go. 
This government took a policy position to the last election and we were re-elected. 
We are simply enacting that now, in this place, and we have sought, in the 
development of this legislation, to strike the right balance between both the economic 
development of this city and the opportunities for the tourism and hospitality sector. 
The arrival of direct international flights to our city has clearly been a game-changer. 
Canberra is growing up as a city. It is time to address an anomaly. We are doing so in 
an entirely socially responsible way, with the strictest harm minimisation 
requirements to apply to any casino in the country. 
 
Mr Hanson: What changed your mind, Andrew? 
 
MR BARR: I have just outlined the reasons. The government sought to strike that 
balance between economic development and harm minimisation. I believe this bill 
achieves those ends. It supports a reinvestment in the Canberra Casino. It does so in a 
responsible way. I commend the Attorney-General for his work in this area.  
 
MR RATTENBURY (Kurrajong) (4.33): I do love hearing Mr Parton talk about 
poker machines. He makes them sound like one of the great inventions of humanity. It 
is all roses! I get this mental image of Dorothy skipping down the Yellow Brick Road, 
as he talks about poker machines as this glorious invention. I am the first to admit that 
I am not a great fan of poker machines, but I at least have the self-awareness to admit 
that our clubs make a positive contribution to our community, whilst I also talk about 
my reservations about gaming machines. They are not that one-sided thing. 
 
After Mr Parton’s speech, I cannot work out the position of the Liberal Party because 
on one hand they are outraged at the apparent undermining of the community clubs 
model but on the other they are also worried that the legislation we are putting in 
place will not let the casino be viable. So which is it? Which do they actually want? I 
cannot tell, from the position that has been put, and I suspect that is because they are 
trying to walk both sides of the road and not offend anybody in this process.  
 
The Greens have given careful consideration to this legislation and what its impacts 
would be for the ACT. The issues we have considered are the effects on our gambling 
model, on development, on the life and entertainment options in the city precinct and, 
most importantly, on minimising gambling harm. 
 
While I cannot say that the idea of spending a night out at a casino is attractive to me 
personally, I accept that it is appealing to some people, and it is a legitimate 
entertainment choice for those who like it. I also recognise that this legislation is 
being brought forward in the context of a larger proposal which would include a range 
of other facilities such as a hotel, restaurants and shops as part of the development. 
This part of the proposal would be of economic benefit to the ACT and could bring 
more people and activity to the Civic area, with a flow-on benefit for other 
surrounding businesses.  
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Of course, these benefits cannot be separated from the casino component of the 
proposal, and I will speak to the harm minimisation issues shortly. However, I note 
that there are some benefits to having gambling occurring in a casino rather than in 
community venues. As a designated gambling venue, patrons are very clear about 
what service is being offered. In particular, the access for children, particularly to the 
lights and sounds of poker machines, is much more restricted and for me this is an 
appealing aspect of having poker machines in a casino environment rather than in a 
community club in the suburbs, billed as a family-friendly venue. 
 
While these factors are all relevant, the main consideration for the Greens is how we 
can reduce the impact of gambling harm in our community. The proposal before the 
Assembly is an opportunity to introduce a new model of best practice harm 
minimisation to reduce or prevent the negative social, emotional and financial impacts 
of people at risk of problem gambling behaviour. 
 
Since this proposal was put forward, the Greens have been very clear that any 
legislation to introduce poker machines into the casino needs to have strong harm 
minimisation measures to ensure that gambling harm in the community will not 
increase as a result of this change. We support the Productivity Commission’s 
findings that a bet limit of $2 or less is needed to make some useful inroads into 
reducing harms, and the commission’s recommendation that a limit of $1 per spin is 
best practice. We have repeatedly said that we will not support the introduction of 
poker machines in the casino with a $10 or a $5 bet limit, and we want to see a bet 
limit proposed that aligns with the available evidence.  
 
Of course, the introduction of bet limits and mandatory precommitment into the 
casino is only one important part of a broader suite of harm minimisation measures 
that the Greens have campaigned for. Our community has been having a conversation 
over the past year about understanding the human impacts of gambling harm, and 
several members of our community, as I said yesterday, have shared their personal 
experiences of harm from poker machine addiction. As a result of these conversations 
most Canberrans are no longer willing to dismiss this as a minor issue that should be 
left up to each individual to deal with. Instead we accept that this is an issue we can 
do something about by improving the protections that exist on poker machines and in 
gambling venues. 
 
I quoted some figures in my speech on Mr Parton’s motion yesterday, and I will 
repeat them briefly again today, because it is important to understand the scale of 
impact that this issue has. The Australian gambling statistics report reveals that 
people in the ACT spent over $167 million on the pokies in 2014-15. Almost 
20 per cent of ACT adults played the pokies at least once in that period, with losses 
totalling $37.48 million. 
 
The key point to note on this issue is that while anecdotally we are told that the 
number of people playing the pokies is decreasing, we continue to see a significant 
percentage of those losses coming from people who can least afford it. Of the over 
$37 million in losses in the ACT, 63 per cent came from people with at least some 
problem gambling symptoms. Twenty-eight per cent of losses came from people at  
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moderate risk or people identified as problem gamblers. This means that 
$10.59 million was lost by people with some level of gambling addiction. It is no 
longer acceptable to suggest that this is a fringe issue of little concern or that it is 
simply a matter of people taking personal responsibility for their actions.  
 
The other fact we know is that poker machines are designed to ensure that people play 
for as long as possible and spend as much as possible. Poker machines cultivate 
addiction by teaching the brain to associate the sounds and flashing lights that are 
displayed when a punter wins with pleasure. The machines are then designed to trick 
players into thinking they are winning when really they have lost money. 
 
The two common features which cause this manipulation are called “near misses” and 
“losses disguised as wins”. For players experiencing this phenomenon, brain imaging 
has shown that the pattern of dopamine release that occurs is strikingly similar to that 
of cocaine use. Poker machines are essentially addiction machines that have been 
developed over a long period of time to be as attractive to their users as drugs are. 
 
With all of this in mind, the Greens are committed to real reforms that will reduce the 
impacts of gambling harm on the ACT community. We know that Canberra has too 
many poker machines, with one of the highest rates of pokies per capita across all 
states and territories. We have already secured a commitment to decrease the number 
of pokies from nearly 5,000 to 4,000 by 2020.  
 
In line with this commitment, the Greens said we would not accept any proposal to 
introduce poker machines into the casino if it would lead to an overall increase in 
machines in the ACT. Regardless of the venue, being granted a poker machine 
authorisation is not simply a licence to print money. It is a privilege. It comes with 
expectations that those machines will be used in a way that is safe and does not put 
vulnerable people at risk of significant harm. 
 
The Greens believe that this legislation includes a number of important safeguards to 
make sure that those expectations are met. Through this legislation, we can achieve a 
worthwhile decrease in the number of poker machines in the ACT, because the 
legislation requires the casino to participate in a trading scheme at a rate of one 
machine forfeited for every three purchased. This is a higher forfeit rate than applies 
currently for the clubs, and this makes sense as the casino will operate as a for-profit 
entity.  
 
Another important point is that while the casino does have the option of purchasing a 
number of fully automated table games, or FATGs, the legislation is clear that the 
licence must be purchased for each terminal on the FATG. These licences will also be 
counted under the ACT’s cap of 4,000 machines and will also be subject to the 
conditions of the trading scheme, leading to a further reduction in the number of 
machines across the territory.  
 
Additionally, the casino will be required to purchase at least 50 per cent of its 
machines from small and medium clubs, giving those clubs with a smaller number of 
poker machines an opportunity to divest and use the income to diversify into other  
 



Legislative Assembly for the ACT  2 November 2017 

4953 

business areas. Overall, through this mechanism, we will have fewer machines in 
Canberra and those clubs that want to divest will have an opportunity to do so.  
 
The other two key features that the Greens wanted to see as part of this package were 
mandatory precommitment and bet limits. The exploration of these features is a 
parliamentary agreement item. While it is not ideal to have different conditions on 
poker machines in different venues across clubs and a casino, the question we are 
presented with today is specifically about the casino, and we want to see the best harm 
minimisation there that we can. I also understand that the clubs are currently engaged 
in discussions about their own approach to harm minimisation and diversification, and 
I look forward to seeing the outcomes of those discussions in coming months. I guess 
it is open to them to align themselves with the conditions that the casino will face.  
 
The introduction of mandatory precommitment is an Australian first but is not without 
an evidence base. The intentionally addictive features of poker machines that I 
described earlier make it harder for people to make informed and rational choices 
about their spending. The Productivity Commission found that around 70 per cent of 
poker machine players report exceeding their spending limits sometimes while 
12 per cent exceed those limits often or always. We also know that higher risk 
gamblers exceed their limits more often and report greater harm when they do.  
 
Precommitment means that when a person plays the pokies they have to nominate 
how much they are willing to lose, and their session will cease if they reach that level. 
There are many varieties of precommitment systems and further detail on how this 
will be implemented will be outlined in the regulation. But the purpose of mandatory 
precommitment is to help high-risk gamblers control their spending and ensure that 
the limits they set for themselves are not exceeded. The other key measure that I 
mentioned is bet limits, and I will speak more on this issue when I move my 
amendment.  
 
The proposal before the Assembly today will lead to a significant change in how we 
regulate gambling and poker machines in the ACT. Whilst we are moving away from 
pokies only being available in our clubs, this legislation provides strong protections to 
limit harm from problem gambling in the Canberra casino.  
 
Ultimately, the Greens have come to the conclusion that we can support this bill with 
the inclusion of a lower bet limit. The legislation will reduce the number of poker 
machines in the ACT and will move 200 machines into a new environment with much 
higher harm minimisation standards than we currently have.  
 
The legislation will introduce mandatory precommitment. It will also see a reduced 
bet limit in line with the available evidence. These measures combined will set a new 
bar for best practice in poker machine regulation, which is an opportunity we cannot 
and should not ignore. We have come to this position after seeking advice from 
academic experts and people with lived experience of gambling harm, and we believe 
it will go some way to improving harm minimisation in the territory.  
 
Of course, there is no silver bullet when it comes to reducing gambling harm, but the 
Greens believe we must continue to do all we can to better support addicted gamblers  
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and their families. We are committed to continuing to work with the government to 
improve harm minimisation and reduce the impact of gambling harm both in the 
casino and across our city.  
 
Finally, I would like to thank the Attorney-General for the discussions that have taken 
place in the preparation of this legislation. It is a challenging issue for all of us in this 
Assembly but through some considered conversations we have been able to come to a 
place where we get the best possible outcome for the Canberra community. 
 
MR RAMSAY (Ginninderra—Attorney-General, Minister for Regulatory Services, 
Minister for the Arts and Community Events and Minister for Veterans and Seniors) 
(4.44), in reply: I thank members for their contributions and I also thank at this stage 
the scrutiny committee for its comments. I table a revised explanatory statement 
responding to a number of the matters in there to which I will return shortly.  
 
As the Chief Minister has noted, there is a wide variety of views on this matter and, as 
we have heard today, Mr Parton seems to hold many of them. It was quite unclear 
whether the Liberals’ problem is that this creates the possibility that electronic gaming 
machines can operate potentially in the casino or whether it makes it too difficult for 
them along with the harm minimisation restrictions. What that reveals is that there is 
very clear internal conflict within the Canberra Liberals, and Mr Parton has managed 
to argue for both positions; I would not necessarily say effectively but at least loudly. 
What we have is a position that shows that there is no view even within the Canberra 
Liberals.  
 
What I am pleased to speak on as we draw this debate to a close, as I told the 
Assembly when I introduced the bill in August, is that this bill does provide a 
framework to enable the casino in Canberra to operate electronic gaming products 
subject to the redevelopment of the casino and its precinct. As the Chief Minister has 
noted, this bill is not about any one company or the owner of the casino; it is about the 
principle of having electronic gaming machines at the casino and under what 
conditions. Of course, in line with the principle that gaming machines should be 
regulated for community benefits, this bill requires a significantly revamped venue 
and surrounds at the casino.  
 
Today’s bill represents the position that electronic gaming machines can be allowed at 
the casino and can be operated there in a way that is nation leading in terms of 
minimising gambling harm. The bill provides the most robust harm minimisation 
measures for any casino in Australia. This is a strong message to our community and 
to the industry that this government is focused on gaming regulations that protect 
against harm.  
 
The bill establishes a process for the casino to apply to the Gambling and Racing 
Commission for authorisation certificates to operate up to 200 gaming machines and 
up to 60 fully automated table game terminals. An application must be accompanied 
by a social impact assessment, or SIA. As with the existing process that applies to 
clubs wishing to operate a new or expanded venue, the SIA must outline the social 
and economic implications of the proposed electronic gaming products. The casino  
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SIA must be made available for public comment for eight weeks rather than the six 
week-consultation that applies to clubs.  
 
If the casino is issued with an authorisation certificate for gaming machines or for 
fully automated table games, the casino will then need to acquire authorisations from 
within the existing maximum number of authorisations in the territory, that is, the 
casino will need to buy the authorisations from clubs and hotels. No new 
authorisations will be issued.  
 
The bill applies forfeiture of one authorisation for every three acquired, which is 
higher than the one in four forfeiture that currently applies to trading between clubs. 
Should the casino be approved for and acquire the maximum number of authorisations 
allowable under the bill, forfeiture will reduce the overall number of authorisations in 
the ACT by 130.  
 
We know that some of our smaller venues are currently seeking to diversify their 
income streams away from gaming. As part of the government’s support of small and 
medium clubs, the bill specifies that the casino must acquire at least 50 per cent of the 
authorisations from small or medium clubs or hotels. Once the casino has acquired 
authorisations from clubs or hotels, those authorisations will be restricted. Before a 
gaming machine or FATG terminal can be switched on, the casino will need to 
convert those restricted authorisations into the relevant type of authorisation, whether 
that is an authorisation for a casino gaming machine or a casino FATG terminal.  
 
Conversion will happen only where specific requirements have been met. Those 
conditions include the casino meeting a prescribed redevelopment stage and the 
commission being satisfied that there are sufficient rules, procedures and harm 
minimisation strategies in place to operate that type of gaming product.   
 
There has been media commentary that the bill does not specify the scale of the 
redevelopment necessary to permit the operation of electronic gaming products. The 
bill does make it clear that the ability to operate any new gaming products will be 
contingent on meeting development milestones which will be set out under a 
regulation. Those development milestones will be the subject of commercial 
negotiation between the government and the proponent of a redevelopment proposal. 
It may be that staged access to authorisations will be permitted as a redevelopment 
proposal proceeds, with access to the full number of authorised electronic gaming 
products available only on the completion of the entire product. But let me be clear 
about one thing: the government will not be authorising the operation of any 
additional gaming products without a redevelopment that benefits the broader 
community and visitors to our city.  
 
Consistent with the government’s commitment to gambling harm minimisation, the 
framework established by the bill includes a suite of measures designed to minimise 
harm from any new electronic gaming products at the casino. Gaming machines and 
fully automated table games must be able to be connected to a centralised monitoring 
system, a CMS, that monitors their operation and performance. This is a common 
feature required in most jurisdictions, which provides enhanced integrity, including in 
relation to the territory’s taxation revenue. A CMS can also assist in the provision of  
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more advanced harm minimisation features such as dynamic messaging to players and 
precommitment. 
 
The bill provides that the ACT will be the first state or territory in Australia to require 
mandatory precommitment. Players will need to set the amount that they are prepared 
to lose in a playing period, with the option of also setting a time limit on their play. 
Making precommitment mandatory takes away the stigma of setting limits. Everyone 
will have to engage with the precommitment system before they can play. 
 
The $5 bet limit in the legislation tabled by the government was already lower than 
the current maximum in the territory by half. I am aware that Minister Rattenbury will 
be moving amendments to this figure, and we will consider that in detail at a later 
stage. 
 
Turning to Assembly matters, again I would like to thank the Standing Committee on 
Justice and Community Safety for its review of the bill and the comments contained 
in scrutiny report 9. As I have advised, I have tabled the revised explanatory statement 
that takes into account the committee’s comments that relate to the creation of 
offences by regulation, the penalty units applicable to certain offences in the bill, 
justification of strict liability offences and the operation of various defences under the 
Criminal Code. 
 
There are a range of operational matters that will be addressed in future provisions 
including, importantly, taxation and community contribution requirements as well as 
specific rules and control procedures for operating gaming machines and 
FATG terminal approval processes, certification and technical standards for electronic 
gaming products, the centralised monitoring system and the precommitment system. 
 
I will conclude by saying that this bill provides the framework for the introduction of 
electronic gaming products at the casino, subject to two key elements. Firstly, access 
to such products will be provided only in connection with a redevelopment proposal 
for the casino and its precinct that delivers benefit to both the Canberra community 
and visitors. Secondly, the electronic gaming products at the casino will be subject to 
some of the most stringent harm minimisation measures in the country.  
 
This government will continue to regulate all gambling products in this territory to 
maximise community benefits. Support for today’s bill is support for a regulatory 
scheme that promotes development and revitalisation in our city centre, while 
introducing the strongest protections against gambling harm in Australia. The bill is 
not about a company; it is not about an unsolicited bid process. It is about the 
community’s expectations of our gambling laws and our commitment to growing 
Canberra’s economy through investment. 
 
The bill will reduce the overall number of electronic gaming machines in the territory 
by 130. It will introduce for the first time in Australia mandatory precommitments for 
machines. Today’s legislation is a key component of our comprehensive approach to 
reforming the gambling industry and it redefines our rules for the casino in a way that 
is considered, safe and beneficial to the community. I commend the bill to the 
Assembly. 
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Question put: 
 

That this bill be agreed to in principle. 
 
The Assembly voted— 
 

Ayes 10 
 

Noes 7 

Mr Barr Ms Le Couteur Mr Coe Mr Milligan  
Ms Berry Ms Orr Mr Hanson Mr Parton 
Ms Burch Mr Pettersson Mrs Jones  
Ms Cheyne Mr Ramsay Mrs Kikkert  
Ms Cody  Mr Rattenbury Ms Lawder  

 
Question resolved in the affirmative. 
 
Bill agreed to in principle. 
 
Detail stage 
 
Bill, by leave, taken as a whole. 
 
MR RATTENBURY (Kurrajong) (4.58), by leave: I move amendments Nos. 1 and 
2 circulated in my name together [see schedule 2 at page 4968]. One of the key issues 
in this discussion has been the issue of bet limits. I alluded to it briefly in my earlier 
remarks but saved the bulk of my comments on it for now. Poker machine bet limits 
are recommended by experts as one of the most effective ways to reduce gambling 
harm in the community. The majority of Australian jurisdictions are moving towards 
reduced bet limits, with the maximum bet lowered from $10 to $5 in clubs and hotels 
in all states and territories other than the ACT and New South Wales. New Zealand 
have introduced a $2.50 bet limit and in Sweden a $1 bet limit is in place. 
 
At the moment, with a $10 bet limit per spin in the ACT, players can lose up to 
$1,200 per hour. This exposes people with a gambling addiction to an unacceptably 
high risk of huge losses in short amounts of time. Based on the findings of the 
Productivity Commission, the Greens believe the $5 bet limit proposed in this 
legislation is unacceptably high. A $5 bet limit can still lead to losses of up to 
$600 per hour and will not be effective at reducing harms. The Greens cannot support 
anything less than the Productivity Commission’s finding that a bet limit of $2 or less 
is needed to make some useful inroads into reducing harms.  
 
As an alternative to the $5 bet limit proposed in the bill, I am proposing an 
amendment to set the bet limit at $1, which is in line with the Productivity 
Commission’s recommendations for what constitutes best practice. I have heard some 
arguments put that a $1 bet limit places an unfair restriction on recreational gamblers, 
and I want to respond to that point. Research has found that the vast majority—around 
80 per cent—of recreational gamblers make bets at or below $1. That is why we 
believe a $1 bet limit is a reasonable measure that will not reduce the enjoyment for 
casual gamblers but will provide strong protections for those at risk of gambling harm. 
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I am pleased to bring this forward today. I am not sure if I am going to receive the 
support of the Assembly, but I must put these things on the table and we will continue 
to work with this Assembly to get an outcome on this bill. 
 
MR RAMSAY (Ginninderra—Attorney-General, Minister for Regulatory Services, 
Minister for the Arts and Community Events and Minister for Veterans and Seniors) 
(5.01), by leave: I move amendments Nos 1 and 2 circulated in my name together and 
table a supplementary explanatory statement to the government’s amendments [see 
schedule 3 at page 4969]. The debate shows that the government is living up to its 
commitment to bring forward innovative, robust harm minimisation reforms. The 
decision to allow electronic poker machines at the casino came from the belief that 
gaming should be regulated to benefit our community as a whole. 
 
There are clear economic benefits from promoting redevelopment at the casino, but 
we also know from the evidence that electronic gaming machines create a serious risk 
of harm to people who gamble. It was an important decision, and the government 
convened a panel of experts to provide advice. What the experts found was that 
because no jurisdiction currently has a per spin bet limit below $5, definitive 
conclusions about the impact of a $1 limit are hard to draw. At the same time the 
panel advised that the other key measure in this legislation—mandatory 
precommitment—is one of the strongest protections available.  
 
Based on the expert panel and in light of the strong protections in addition to a bet 
limit in this bill, the government believes a bet limit of $2 is the most reasonable 
outcome for this Assembly to arrive at. This change draws together the principles of 
economic benefit, consumer choice and gambling harm minimisation in a way which 
is nation leading. Today’s debate on bet limits and, indeed, on the principle of having 
electronic games at the casino resolves conclusively that gaming in the territory at any 
venue will be regulated in the best interests of the community as a whole. 
 
MR PARTON (Brindabella) (5.03): I will respond with some of the research 
evidence in this space. In one of the only empirical studies to specifically research the 
effects of reducing Australian EGM bet limits to in this instance $1, the authors—
Blaszczynski, Sharp and Walker—found that 7.5 per cent of problem gamblers were 
betting above the dollar limit in this study. The implication remained that 
92.5 per cent of the problem gamblers—those experiencing the greatest harm from 
gambling—were betting below $1.  
 
In addition, Park, Park and Blaszczynski, last year evaluated the evidence base for a 
proposed stake size reduction to £2 on some machines in the UK, and I think it is 
valid in this debate. Their research showed that problem gamblers are distributed 
across the full range of staking behaviours, but there are significant numbers of 
problem gamblers at lower staking levels and significant numbers of non-problem 
gamblers at higher staking levels. Therefore, the measure would fail to reach many 
problem gamblers and would impact on many non-problem gamblers. So I just ask: 
what is the point? 
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I think there is some confusion over what harm minimisation measures would apply to 
fully automated table games. In parts of the legislation it is somewhat unclear as to 
which harm minimisation measures would apply to the FATGs and if they would be 
the same as with the poker machines. Although it appears Mr Rattenbury believes in 
his heart they would apply to the FATGs, in practical reality they cannot. I would like 
to run through this for the benefit of Mr Rattenbury and perhaps Mr Ramsay himself. 
 
A fully automated table game replicates a casino game in the form of a machine. Let’s 
take, for example, roulette. The FATG would present a roulette table on the screen 
and enable the player through a touchscreen facility to place bets on the roulette table 
in the same way they could on a real table. The biggest single difference is no actual 
staff are required. Strangely enough, these two parties over here have spent all 
morning carping about how we do not care about workers and these fully automated 
gaming tables, as they say in their name, are fully automated; no staff required. 
 
But back to the crux of the matter—the bet limits. How can you possibly have a 
$1 maximum bet level on FATG? So you are down playing roulette on this fully 
automated table game. You move to put a $1 chip on your favourite number, number 
seven, and that is it. You cannot do anything else on that spin, because that would 
exceed the limit. That is clearly completely unworkable. The only way that could be 
even marginally possible is with one cent chips, and nobody is going to play a roulette 
machine with one cent chips. 
 
Although the legislation suggests that the FATGs must be compatible with this 
mythical central monitoring system, I am still unsure of the practicalities of that. We 
will be asking international visitors who probably attend other casinos in other 
locations to go through this process of giving all their personal details and—I don’t 
know—their licence, their bank account details and many other things. We will be 
getting them to put pen to paper and pledge their precommitment to allow them to 
play a fully automated table gaming machine with one cent gaming chips. What is that 
even about? 
 
Unlike most of those opposite, I have run a small business and I understand basic 
profit and loss. So let’s do the maths on this. Under the legislation the casino would 
be purchasing 390 authorisations. They have been going for an average of $15,000 per 
licence, so we start at $5,850,000 to purchase the authorisations. Gaming 
manufacturers have come up with a very conservative figure as to what each actual 
machine will cost. Bearing in mind that no gaming manufacturer actually makes $1 or 
$2 machines these machines have to be developed from scratch and then 
manufactured just for this mini jurisdiction. 
 
I am told that if you were buying 200 of the machines available now it would 
probably cost you 20 grand each, $20,000 per unit. But these being totally new 
machines developed from scratch they would be, conservatively, $60,000 per machine. 
We are talking 200 times 60,000, which equals $12,000,000. So we are just shy of 
$18,000,000 before we even start with purchasing FATGs and the development of a 
precommitment system from scratch. 
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It is highly likely that none of the current manufacturers will accept the job of 
developing such a system because those in the space tell me that is not something they 
are keen on developing. They tell me it would cost at least another half a million 
dollars. We are talking about starting this process $22,000,000 in the red. When you 
combine that starting point with a mandatory precommitment system which, 
experience shows, will just stop recreational gamblers from participating, and 
$2 maximum bets—a bet limit which is far under what clubs less than half a kilometre 
away are offering—when you do the maths does anyone believe we would see any 
development proceed here? That is all I have. 
 
MR RATTENBURY (Kurrajong) (5.09): Briefly on Mr Ramsay’s amendment, it is 
no secret that that is not everything we wanted but, as I touched on earlier in line with 
what the Productivity Commission has told us, a $2 limit will certainly make some 
useful inroads into reducing harms. In terms of where we started this discussion this is 
a major breakthrough in harm minimisation and bet limits in the territory. The $2 limit 
is an 80 per cent reduction from the current limit. It cuts the maximum loss rate from 
$1,200 an hour to $240 an hour and it provides protection for those most vulnerable in 
the system. Combined with the mandatory precommitment, this will set the best 
standard for harm minimisation in Australia. That is something the ACT community 
can be proud of and it is something members in the chamber who will support this 
package can be proud of in terms of making serious steps when it comes to harm 
minimisation.  
 
As we have discussed many times in this place before, there is no single solution to 
problem gambling, but you can take concrete steps. Mr Parton asked the question: 
what is the point? I have a couple of thoughts on that. The point is that we can make a 
difference for some of the most vulnerable in our community—people who have 
gambling addictions and problems that see them losing money they cannot afford to 
lose. To be honest, the better question is: why wouldn’t you do this? You have the 
chance, why wouldn’t you seek to make a concrete difference for some people in our 
community? That is the basis on which the Greens will support the amendment 
brought forward by Mr Ramsay, the attorney. 
 
Question put: 
 

That Mr Ramsay’s amendments to Mr Rattenbury’s proposed amendments be agreed 
to. 

 
The Assembly voted— 
 

Ayes 10 
 

Noes 7 

Mr Barr Ms Le Couteur Mr Coe Mr Milligan 
Ms Berry Ms Orr Mr Hanson Mr Parton 
Ms Burch Mr Pettersson Mrs Jones  
Ms Cheyne Mr Ramsay Mrs Kikkert  
Ms Cody Mr Rattenbury Ms Lawder  

 
Question resolved in the affirmative. 



Legislative Assembly for the ACT  2 November 2017 

4961 

 
Mr Ramsay’s amendments agreed to. 
 
Mr Rattenbury’s amendments, as amended, agreed to. 
 
Bill, as a whole, as amended, agreed to. 
 
Question put: 
 

That this bill, as amended, be agreed to. 
 
The Assembly voted— 
 

Ayes 10 
 

Noes 7 

Mr Barr Ms Le Couteur Mr Coe Mr Milligan 
Ms Berry Ms Orr Mr Hanson Mr Parton 
Ms Burch Mr Pettersson Mrs Jones  
Ms Cheyne Mr Ramsay Mrs Kikkert  
Ms Cody Mr Rattenbury Ms Lawder  

 
Question resolved in the affirmative. 
 
Bill, as amended, agreed to. 
 
Paper 
 
Mr Barr presented the following paper: 
 

Annual Reports (Government Agencies) Act, pursuant to section 13—Annual 
Report 2016-2017—Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development 
Directorate—Corrigendum, dated October 2017. 

 
City Renewal Authority—land acquisitions quarterly report 
Paper and statement by minister 
 
MR BARR (Kurrajong—Chief Minister, Treasurer, Minister for Economic 
Development and Minister for Tourism and Major Events) (5.17): For the information 
of members I present the following paper: 
 

City Renewal Authority and Suburban Land Agency Act, pursuant to subsection 
13(2)—City Renewal Authority—Land acquisitions quarterly report—1 July to 
30 September 2017. 

 
I ask leave to make a statement in relation to the paper. 
 
Leave granted. 
 
MR BARR: In July this year the government established the City Renewal Authority 
under the City Renewal Authority and Suburban Land Agency Act 2017. The City  
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Renewal Authority was established to encourage and promote a vibrant city through 
the delivery of design-led, people-focused urban renewal.  
 
In accordance with the act the authority is to prepare, and I am to report to the 
Legislative Assembly, after the end of each quarter details of any land acquired by the 
authority during the quarter, all valuations of the acquired land that the authority 
considered in relation to the acquisition and any other information prescribed by 
regulation for the report.  
 
I have received the first quarterly report from the authority. This report states that the 
authority did not undertake any land acquisition during the period 1 July to 
30 September 2017. I commend the report to the Assembly. 
 
Financial Management Act—consolidated annual financial 
statements 
Paper and statement by minister 
 
MR BARR (Kurrajong—Chief Minister, Treasurer, Minister for Economic 
Development and Minister for Tourism and Major Events) (5.19): For the information 
of members I present the following paper: 
 

Financial Management Act, pursuant to section 25—Consolidated Annual 
Financial Statements, including audit opinion—2016-2017 financial year, dated 
27 October 2017.  

 
I ask leave to make a statement in relation to the paper. 
 
Leave granted. 
 
MR BARR: I present to the Assembly the consolidated 2016-17 fiscal year annual 
financial statements for the territory. I am pleased to report to the Assembly that the 
consolidated statements received an unqualified audit opinion from the 
Auditor-General on 30 October. The final 2016-17 headline net operating balance for 
the GGS is a deficit of $26.7 million, $47.2 million lower than the estimated outcome 
deficit of $73.9 million. Moreover, the key financial indicators in the balance sheet 
remained strong. The next update to the territory’s financial position will be released 
with the 2017-18 budget review by the middle of February 2018.  
 
The financial statements I present today have been prepared in accordance with 
Australian accounting standards and are in line with the requirements of the Financial 
Management Act 1996. I commend the 2016-17 consolidated annual financial 
statements for the territory and the accompanying audit opinion to the Assembly. 
 
Papers 
 
Mr Rattenbury presented the following paper: 
 

Official Visitor Act, pursuant to subsection 17(4)—Summary report July 2016 to 
June 2017—Mental Health Official Visitors. 



Legislative Assembly for the ACT  2 November 2017 

4963 

Adjournment 
 
Motion (by Mr Ramsay) proposed: 
 

That the Assembly do now adjourn. 
 
Sport—women’s participation 
 
MS CODY (Murrumbidgee) (5.21): Here we are in the first week of November, and 
for the sporting types amongst us, the 2017-18 season of women’s sport is here. For 
those of us who have grown up being on the sidelines or being part of a team, these 
are the weekends we cherish: the weekends when the cheers of a crowd filter through 
streets and playing fields; the weekends that fill us with enthusiasm; the weekends 
where mothers, daughters, sisters and friends get to be heroes. 
 
We know that when women’s sporting participation is enabled and where sport is a 
constant feature of women’s lives, our community is rewarded. Their social networks 
grow, their health improves and their confidence is boosted. Women’s sport, whether 
promoted by government or supported by the wider community, inspires young girls 
to dream big and work hard. 
 
While I know many of us are gearing up for an exciting W-League season, it is also 
rewarding to see similar excitement for the Canberra Capitals, not to mention the 
anticipation for the 2018 season of the AFLW, the women’s league, months before the 
first bounce. For those who have not been paying attention, the drafts have been 
confirmed, the meme generators are working overtime and memberships are now for 
sale. It is going to be a brilliant summer for women who play sport, and it is also a 
reminder of the need to keep building up women’s sport at the local level. 
 
The success of professional women’s sport has helped to positively shift the 
conversation for women in sport, but we still have a long way to go. I want to see 
support for local women’s sport grow. Women who play have earned their support 
and celebration because what they achieve is remarkable. 
 
Many young girls and women engage in sport throughout their lives. They may 
change codes or clubs to find the right fit, find new social networks, learn new skills 
or have their confidence boosted. But it is their commitment to having sport in their 
lives that is constant and inspiring. 
 
Finally, I would like to acknowledge some women from my electorate who competed 
in the Australian Masters Games in Tasmania last week. The Weston Creekers—
clearly a pun—put together a team comprising local Murrumbidgee women who took 
part in the 40-plus age bracket for soccer, which just happens to be my age bracket. 
They were competitive and are an example of the type of teamwork, health and 
passion that sport can generate.  
 
Women who continue to play as they get older set a positive example for their 
children. They give back through volunteering. They provide a valuable service to our  
sporting community. They are giving young girls someone to look up to—a local hero. 
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I encourage everyone to show their enthusiasm for the summer of sport that awaits, in 
whatever code they follow. But they should make sure that they follow the women’s 
and girls’ teams, because they will also be playing a role in building the next 
generation of confident young women. 
 
Protest rallies 
 
MS LE COUTEUR (Murrumbidgee) (5.24): The ACT is a proud leader in support of 
human rights and a strong and active civil society, so I will take a moment to talk 
about a few of the active citizen rallies that have been happening in Canberra, in 
particular since the last sitting period.  
 
Ones I have personally been involved in include the stop Adani movement. This is an 
Australia-wide movement that is working collaboratively to protect our environment, 
particularly the Great Barrier Reef; to protect our water resources; to prevent a 
tax-avoiding and environmentally destructive group from trampling over traditional 
custodians and digging up fossil fuels, thereby destroying the local environment and 
contributing significantly to global warming and negative impacts on all of our 
environment. On 7 October there was a national day of action where over 
20,000 people literally spelled out #StopAdani at over 60 community events. As a 
result of this we have seen that all four major Australian banks have refused to fund 
the mine. I am hopeful that there is more to come. 
 
On 8 October I joined a rally for refugees, where there was a very positive mention of 
the motion that was passed in the Assembly on 24 August which called for the 
ACT government to write to the federal government to bring the refugees from Manus 
Island and Nauru here. Unfortunately, as we have all seen in the papers in the past 
couple of days, that is the last thing the federal government has done. The men on 
Manus and Nauru still languish in indefinite detention with ever-decreasing 
provisions of medication, water and food. The citizenship voice in Australia has been 
loud and consistent ever since the implementation of an offshore detention regime for 
asylum seekers and refugees. While clearly the situation has not yet improved for the 
better, it is nonetheless providing some comfort to those people who are suffering 
from it. 
 
On 2 September I attended and spoke at the rally for marriage equality. The 
ACT government, including many of us here in the Assembly, have made it clear that 
we want equality for LGBTI people in our community. It was great. Thousands of 
Canberrans came out in support of a yes vote, and this was repeated on Sunday the 
22nd. 
 
I also went to the annual reclaim the night rally on 27 October. I have been to quite a 
number of these. It was both really wonderful to be there with a group of women and 
really sad that we still have to do it. I think someone said that it was the 37th such 
march in Canberra. We were all a little unsure as to how long it had been going for. 
The point is that women claim the right to walk alone at night. We should have that 
right. We should be safe. We should not have to challenge, again, sexual violence. 
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One of the interesting things in social media in the last little while has been the 
#MeToo hashtag. I have seen a lot of it in my social media, such that I actually put it 
up and said, “I’m wondering is there anybody out there whom it does not apply to?” 
Only one of my friends replied that she felt it did not apply to her. I must admit I was 
a bit amazed by even one saying that. I would suggest that there is probably not one 
young woman who has not experienced some degree of sexual harassment, at the least 
unwanted attentions and catcalling. 
 
Today I joined Ms Cheyne at a rally outside the Assembly. It was the dying with 
dignity rally. This was particularly poignant for me as I had just attended a funeral of 
someone who died in pain from cancer. 
 
I conclude by reiterating that a fundamental pillar of the Greens is upholding 
grassroots democracy. There was Greens representation at all of these rallies. This is 
because it is central to our purpose. The right of assembly in a public place is a 
cornerstone of our liberty. The right to bear witness and bring pressure to bear on 
politicians and other parts of the public in support of a cause is an important and 
necessary function of society, and I am really pleased that in this society and in this 
place I am in a position to be part of it. 
 
Greyhound racing industry 
 
MR PARTON (Brindabella) (5.30): I wish to bring to the attention of the 
Assembly—and I am most pleased that Mr Ramsay is here in the chamber; it saves 
me making a video—the fact that the Canberra Greyhound Racing Club received a 
letter from Minister Gordon Ramsay at 5.47 last night. That letter was to inform the 
club of the bills to ban racing to be introduced today, as they have been. In response 
the chair, Alan Tutt, wrote a letter back to Mr Ramsay. I want to share some of that 
letter with the Assembly and put it on the record. He said: 
 

When we met for the first … time on 23 December last year you shook my hand 
& promised to hear our concerns & establish a relationship based on honesty & 
communication. You recognised the previous few months of announcements on 
racing by Chief Minister Barr & former Minister Gentleman had completely 
omitted the participants & staff in the local industry. 
 
As you were a lawyer and church leader before entering the Assembly, I took 
you at your word. I believed you would honour your promise & demonstrate the 
principles of natural justice & honesty associated with your past careers. How 
wrong I was. 

 
Instead of another meeting, as you promised, your door has been shut.  
 
You have not attempted to hear the voices of the people who will be deeply hurt 
by the ban. You have not met with the board, nor have you attempted to explain 
to the hard-working staff why they deserve to lose their jobs. 
 
The Canberra community deserves strength and informed decision-making from 
their elected leaders. Unfortunately your role as Minister with responsibility for 
racing has been marked by cowardice, a hard heart & a closed mind. 
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The CGRC has operated for almost four decades with an unblemished animal 
welfare & integrity record. Despite the smears & unfounded attacks by our 
opponents there has never been a single complaint, let alone an adverse finding 
against us for any reason. 

 
We have adhered to or exceeded every regulation & law applied to racing since 
our inception. The Australian Veterinary Association (AVA) supports our 
ongoing operations because of our excellent record. It is little more than a year 
since former Minister Gentleman also stated ACT Labor supported funding & 
racing because of our excellent record, contributions to the community & 
positive economic impact. 

 
I am not going to read the whole thing but it goes on to say: 
 

The rudeness & dismissal of the AVA this week by refusing to meet with them 
& directing them to the Transition Taskforce typifies the treatment of the 
greyhound industry & community. The Taskforce has no policy formulation role 
& is irrelevant to the discussions the AVA wished to have with you.  
 
Given the role of veterinarians in animal welfare, it is clear that you did not wish 
to hear what they had to say because it does not align with your political agenda. 

 
You have had to acknowledge our unblemished record publicly. You now simply 
offer a shallow rationale of greyhound racing being no longer in line with 
“community values”— 

 
although I do note that in the minister’s speech while tabling the bill today community 
values was left out completely. That phone polling must have been pretty bad. 
 

… as the reason to trade off our jobs & livelihoods for those of Andrew Barr and 
Shane Rattenbury as outlined in the Parliamentary Agreement. 

 
That is from Alan Tutt. I think it is despicable, cowardly, shameful and absolutely 
unforgiveable. 
 
Question resolved in the affirmative. 
 
The Assembly adjourned at 5.33 pm until Tuesday, 28 November 2017, at 
10 am. 
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Schedules of amendments 
 
Schedule 1 
 
Legislative Assembly Legislation Amendment Bill 2017 
 
Amendments moved by the Speaker 
1 
Proposed new clauses 3A to 3C 
Page 3, line 1— 

insert 
3A  Officer of the Legislative Assembly 
  Section 6A (2) 

omit 
other territory laws 
substitute 
any other law in force in the ACT 

3B  Section 6A (2), new note 
insert 
Note  A law in force in the ACT includes a territory law and a Commonwealth law. 

3C  Section 6A (4) 
omit 
other territory laws 
substitute 
any other law in force in the ACT 

2 
Proposed new clauses 7A to 7C 
Page 5, line 1— 

insert 
7A  Officer of the Legislative Assembly 
  Section 6A (2) 

omit 
other territory laws 
substitute 
any other law in force in the ACT 

7B  Section 6A (2), new note 
insert 
Note  A law in force in the ACT includes a territory law and a Commonwealth law. 

7C  Section 6A (4) 
omit 
other territory laws 
substitute 
any other law in force in the ACT 
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3 
Proposed new clauses 18A to 18C 
Page 11, line 1— 

insert 
18A  Officer of the Legislative Assembly 
  Section 4A (2) 

omit 
other territory laws 
substitute 
any other law in force in the ACT 

18B  Section 4A (2), new note 
insert 
Note  A law in force in the ACT includes a territory law and a Commonwealth law. 

18C  Section 4A (4) 
omit 
other territory laws 
substitute 
any other law in force in the ACT 

 
 
Schedule 2 
 
Casino (Electronic Gaming) Bill 2017 
 
Amendments moved by Mr Rattenbury 
1 
Clause 26 (2) (a) (i) 
Page 24, line 21— 

omit 
$5 
substitute 
$1 

2 
Clause 26 (5) (b) (i) 
Page 25, line 11— 

omit 
$5 
substitute 
$1 
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Schedule 3 
 
Casino (Electronic Gaming) Bill 2017 
 
Amendments moved by the Attorney-General to Mr Rattenbury’s amendments 
1 
Amendment 1 
Clause 26 (2) (a) (i) 

omit  
$1 
substitute 
$2 

2 
Amendment 2 
Clause 26 (5) (b) (i) 

omit  
$1 
substitute 
$2 
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Answers to questions 
 
Transport—light rail stage 2 
(Question No 496) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
18 August 2017: 
 

(1) How many submissions were received as part of the community consultation on the 
Light Rail Stage 2 route. 

 
(2) How many submissions were received from (a) individuals and (b) organisations. 
 
(3) What feedback was received in relation to stops along the Light Rail Stage 2 route. 
 
(4) Will the community have an opportunity to comment on possible stops along the route 

once a preferred route for Light Rail Stage 2 has been determined. 
 
(5) When was the Consultation Summary Report due to be released following the closure 

of the community consultation period on 11 June 2017. 
 
(6) Why has the release of the Consultation Summary Report been delayed. 
 
(7) When is the Consultation Summary Report expected to be released. 
 
(8) Has a draft copy of the Consultation Summary Report been distributed to any external 

organisations; if so, which organisations received a copy of the report. 
 
(9) What was the total cost of the community consultation on the Light Rail Stage 2 route. 
 
(10) When was the “Your Say” webpage on “Light Rail Stage 2 City to Woden” last 

updated. 
 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Transport Canberra received 1796 written submissions in response to the community 
consultation on the Light Rail Stage 2 route. 

 
(2) Transport Canberra received eight formal submissions from organisations; five formal 

submissions from individuals and 1,783 submissions were received via the online 
portal, Your Say (www.yoursay.act.gov.au). These responses were not analysed as to 
whether they were from individuals or organisations. 

 
(3) Please refer to the Light Rail Update at https://www.yoursay.act.gov.au/LRS2  ‘Stop 

locations’ p.12.  
 
(4) Yes. There will be opportunities for the community to share their feedback through 

formal planning processes and community engagement activities.   
 
(5) The Light Rail Update, released on 21 August 2017, included the community 

consultation feedback. 
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(6) The release was not delayed. 
 
(7) The summary report was released on Monday 21 August 2017. 
 
(8) A draft copy of the Consultation Summary Report was not produced.  
 
(9) Cost to 30 June 2017 totalled $219,663.84.  
 
(10) Your Say was last updated on 21 August 2017. 

 
 
Mental health—suicide 
(Question No 604) 
 
Mrs Dunne asked the Minister for Mental Health, upon notice, on 
15 September 2017: 
 

(1) How many patients or other persons with mental health conditions were in the care of 
the ACT Government, whether (a) custodial, (b) residential, (c) respite or (d) other 
clinical care, on 30 June (i) 2012, (ii) 2013, (iii) 2014, (iv) 2015, (v) 2016 and (vi) 
2017. 

 
(2) How many patients or other persons suicided while in the care of the ACT 

Government for each of the years in part (1). 
 
(3) What recommendations emerged from coronial inquests (a) for each of the years in 

part (1) and (b) in relation to the suicides in part (2). 
 
(4) What was the Government’s response to each of those recommendations. 
 
(5) For recommendations the Government agreed to implement (a) when were they 

implemented, (b) what have been the specific, measurable outcomes and (c) for any 
not yet implemented (i) why have they not been implemented and (ii) when will they 
be. 

 
Mr Rattenbury: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

1. On 30 June, the number of patients or other people, as registered clients of mental 
health services receiving treatment, care and support for a mental health condition 
was/is:  

a)  2989 in 2012 
b)  3549 in 2013 
c)  3241 in 2014 
d)  3165 in 2015 
e)  3505 in 2016 
f)  3578 in 2017 

 
ACT Health does not record registrations of clients receiving mental health care by the 
definitions outlined in question 1(a –d). 

 
2. In the ACT, in accordance with the Coroners Act 1997, the Coroner holding an inquest 

must make a finding as to: 
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a) the identity of the deceased,  
b) when and where the death happened, and 
c) the manner and cause of death.   

 
As such it is the Coroner who determines if the death is a suicide. ACT Health does not 
collect this data. 

 
The National Coronial Information System is a national data base and is the primary 
data source of deaths by suicide in the ACT. It contains data regarding deaths reported 
to an Australian coroner from July 2000, and from a New Zealand coroner from July 
2007. The data base is an initiative of the Australian Coroners Society.  
 
The data base includes deaths of people by suicide both in the care of ACT 
Government services and not in the care of Government services at the time of their 
death.  

 
3. The recommendations that emerged from coronial inquests that were notified to the  

ACT Government are outlined in Attachment A.  
 

4. The Government’s response to each of the coronial recommendations is included in 
Attachment A. 

 
5. All recommendations agreed from coronial inquests have been fully implemented, and 

the dates of completion are included in Attachment A.  
 

(A copy of the attachment is available at the Chamber Support Office). 
 
 
Hospitals—emergency departments 
(Question No 611) 
 
Mrs Dunne asked the Minister for Health and Wellbeing, upon notice, on 
15 September 2017: 
 

(1) By what levels have emergency department presentations fallen across relevant triage 
categories, primarily categories 4 and 5, as a result of presentations at nurse-led walk-
in clinics for each financial year since the introduction of nurse-led walk-in clinics. 

 
(2) What proportions of presentations at nurse-led walk-in clinics, requiring treatment by 

a doctor, are referred to, (a) emergency departments and (b) private medical services, 
such as GPs. 

 
(3) What information is provided in referrals. 
 
(4) Do emergency departments use that information solely when triaging referred patients; 

if not, what additional processes are followed. 
 
(5) Do emergency departments advance referred, triaged patients up the queue. 
 
(6) How many patients, referred by clinics to private medical services, presented instead 

at emergency departments for each financial year since the introduction of nurse-led 
walk-in clinics. 
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(7) Do emergency departments refer such patients back to the relevant private medical 

service; if not, why not; if so, why. 
 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

1. A direct correlation between hospital Emergency Department (ED) activity and Walk-
in Centre (WiC) activity is not possible, because the issue is multifactorial. 

 
2. Of the 36,785 presentations to WiCs in 2016-17, around one quarter required referral 

elsewhere. Of those presentations, 30 per cent were referred to emergency departments 
and 70 per cent were referred to private medical services.  

 
3. The terminology used is Event Summary.  At the conclusion of the presentation, if a 

patient has a GP and provides consent for information sharing, the Event Summary is 
automatically sent to their GP. The Event Summary contains: 

a. Reason for presentation 
b. Diagnosis/problem/clinical impression  
c. Assessment 
d. Summary of treatment 
e. Follow-up requirements 

f. Clinician name, signature, date 
 

4. No.  All presentations at ED go through the same, formal triage process, using the 
Australasian Triage Scale (ATS).  

 
5. No.  
 
6. The number of patients who were referred to private medical services who presented 

instead at an ACT emergency department within 24 hours of a nurse-led WiC 
presentation for each financial year is: 

 
Financial Year Number of patients who were referred to private medical 

services who presented instead to Emergency 
departments within 24 hours of a nurse-led Walk-in 

Centre presentation* 
2014-15 379 
2015-16 367 
2016-17 389 

* Patients presenting to an emergency department may not necessarily be presenting 
for the same reason as for the attendance at the nurse-led WiC.  

 
No.  All patients who present to the ED are triaged according to the ATS, in 
anticipation of medical assessment and treatment.  In the context of the ED, the term 
‘refer’ means to request or recommend further treatment, for example further 
speciality treatment, or ongoing management with a GP.  EDs only refer patients to 
other services as a result of medical assessment, planning and treatment.  The correct 
term for the process described in question 6 would be ‘redirect’.  The Canberra 
Hospital ED do not redirect people to other services as an alternative to the triage 
process, because as the only public, tertiary referral hospital in the region, we have a  
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duty of care to provide emergency treatment to all presentations, according to their 
ATS category 

 
 
Hospitals—overcrowding 
(Question No 612) 
 
Mrs Dunne asked the Minister for Health and Wellbeing, upon notice, on 
15 September 2017: 
 

Further to the answer to a question without notice taken on notice on 15 August 2017, (a) 
how many occurrences were recorded of emergency department patients being 
accommodated on trolleys in emergency department corridors or in corridors elsewhere in 
The Canberra Hospital for each month since 30 June 2016 and (b) has ACT Health 
assessed the capacity of the new emergency department facilities to meet demand; if not, 
why not and when will it; if so, what conclusions were reached. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) 
(a) The number of occurrences of emergency department patients recorded as being in 

a location of a corridor at Canberra Hospital each month since 30 June 2016 were: 
 

Month Number of Emergency 
Department Patients 
recorded as being in 

Corridors 
Jul 2016 0 

Aug 2016 4 
Sep 2016 4 
Oct 2016 0 
Nov 2016 5 
Dec 2016 0 
Jan 2017 0 
Feb 2017 0 
Mar 2017 0 
Apr 2017 0 
May 2017 1 
Jun 2017 4 
Jul 2017 23 

Aug 2017 5 
 

(b) Modelling for ED activity projected the capacity created in the new ED would 
meet demand until 2022.  

 
Seasonal peaks, local and interstate changes to admission policies, natural 
disasters and various other social and economic factors can influence populations 
requiring health care and their associated healthcare demands. 
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Building—aluminium cladding 
(Question No 614) 
 
Ms Lawder asked the Minister for Planning and Land Management, upon notice, on 
15 September 2017: 
 

(1) Is there an audit of residential buildings in the ACT which use aluminium cladding 
panels; if not when will one be undertaken. 

 
(2) Do any of the multi-storey buildings behind the Casino/Glebe Park (section 65) use 

these panels. 
 
(3) Were any buildings in the Canberra Airport Precinct built with these panels; if so, who 

is responsible for ensuring the safety of those buildings; if not, would ACT Fire and 
Rescue have access to that information. 

 
(4) What jurisdiction does the ACT Government have over buildings and personal safety 

at the Canberra Airport Precinct and other Federal Government buildings. 
 
Mr Gentleman: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) The initial focus of the cladding review has been Government buildings and as this 
work is completed work will expand to include identifying apartment and other multi-
unit residential buildings in the ACT which are at risk of having aluminium cladding 
panels used in a way that is not compliant with building standards.  

 
(2) It is important to recognise that there are different types of aluminium and aluminium 

composite panels (ACPs). Not all panels are combustible, pose a risk to occupants or 
are unlawfully installed. Publicly identifying individual buildings as having ACPs, 
which may be fully compliant and fit for purpose, may cause undue concern to owners 
and occupants of those buildings and their visitors.   

 
Buildings that may be at risk of having non-compliant panels will be identified. 
Building owners will be contacted directly if the type of cladding is uncertain or there 
are compliance concerns.  

 
(3) I am not aware of whether any buildings at the Canberra Airport Precinct have ACPs 

used in a way that is not compliant with the National Construction Code. The 
Australian Government is responsible for the safety of buildings in the precinct and 
has undertaken to audit buildings under their jurisdiction to ensure that buildings at 
the precinct do not pose an undue fire safety risk to people. 

 
(4) The ACT Government does not have jurisdiction over building standards and general 

public protections in the Canberra Airport Precinct. However, there is an arrangement 
between the Aviation Rescue and Fire Fighting Services (ARFF) at the airport and 
ACT Fire and Rescue (ACT F&R), under which ACT F&R provide back up to the 
ARFF if there is a fire in the precinct. 

 
The Australian Government did not bind itself with respect to the ACT building laws. 
The Australian Government has undertaken to audit buildings it owns and occupies.   
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Mental health—Brian Hennessy House 
(Question No 618) 
 
Mrs Dunne asked the Minister for Mental Health, upon notice, on 
15 September 2017: 
 

(1) Further to the answer to QON No E17-558, what were the findings and/or 
recommendations of the condition assessment (referred to in the answer to part 4). 

 
(2) What specific upgrade works will be undertaken at Brian Hennessey House, and for 

each specific element what (a) is the anticipated timeline, (b) is the budgeted cost and 
(c) feedback has the Government received from residents, carers and families as to the 
specific elements of the upgrade works. 

 
(3) Has a new model of care been completed for the supported accommodation to be 

provided at Brian Hennessey House after the opening of the University of Canberra 
public hospital; if so, where may the document be accessed; if not, (a) when will it be 
completed, (b) who will be consulted and (c) what will it cost. 

 
Mr Rattenbury: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

1. The condition assessment report for Brian Hennessey Rehabilitation Centre (BHRC) 
included site inspections and a documented review of all facilities and external areas. 
Building fabric, structure and services were inspected against contemporary standards.  
The inspection of BHRC has identified that the structures are in good condition and 
have been maintained well. In addition to the ongoing regular maintenance, 
approximately $1.15 million of additional minor repair works is required over the next 
one to two years. The condition report has recommended further works to upgrade the 
facility in accessibility, environmental and electrical infrastructure over the next three 
to five years.  

 
2. The Health Directorate is reviewing the recommendations of the report in line with 

other maintenance obligations. A program of works is being developed with $500,000 
allocated in 2017-18 for priority activities including, but not limited to, the following 
items: 

 
• roof repairs in Block B,C&D 
• facility wide fire detection and alarm system upgrades 
• external walkway repair and replacement 
• fencing and window shade upgrades to exposed areas 
• bushfire mitigation measures  

 
Specific project schedules will be finalised for each package of work before the end 
of the 2017 while general issues will be addressed through targeted ongoing 
maintenance at BHRC. Ongoing engagement with residents, carers and families is 
occurring at BHRC. Earlier this year ACT Health undertook targeted engagement 
with a key group of Stakeholders as part of the market testing and options analysis for 
the provision of long term supported accommodation. They included the Mental 
Health Consumer Network, Carers ACT, the Mental Health Community Coalition, a 
number of community organisations.   
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3. In 2016, a Mental Health Supported Accommodation Model of Care (MoC) was 

developed as part of the budget cycle for the development of business cases.  As the 
MoC was created for the purposes of the budget cycle the document is not a public 
document.  

 
In June 2017, the ACT Government announced $0.5 M had been allocated in the 
2017-18 budget for minor upgrades to repurpose BHRC.  
 
The future use of BHRC is under active discussion. Options will be finalised by the end 
of the year. 

 
 
Mental health—Brian Hennessy House 
(Question No 619) 
 
Mrs Dunne asked the Minister for Mental Health, upon notice, on 
15 September 2017: 
 

(1) Has the Government completed the report on the future of Brian Hennessy House; if 
not, why not and when will it be; if so, is the report available publicly; if not, why not; 
if so, where may the report be accessed. 

 
(2) What were the main findings of the report. 
 
(3) What is the Government’s response to the report findings. 
 
(4) Has the Government now made a decision as to the future of the facility; if so, what is 

that decision and when will it implemented; if not, why not and when will it be made. 
 
 
Mr Rattenbury: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

1. ACT Health has focussed its attention on the needs of the residents in BHRC which is 
why we have undertaken a Supported Accommodation - Market Testing and Options 
Analysis Study, to assess community need for the type of accommodation BHRC 
provides. This report was completed in May 2017 and will be used to inform our 
2018-19 Budget.  

 
2. The study identified gaps in the market for long term supported accommodation.  
 
3. Government is considering the study report and options for Supported Accommodation 

in the context of the development of the 2018-19 Budget development process. 
 
4. No decision has been made by Government regarding the future use of BHRC, because 

we are undertaking careful consideration of the issues and community needs going 
forward.  The above mentioned study is part of this consideration. A decision on future 
use is anticipated for 2018. 
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Planning—lease variation 
(Question No 626) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Planning and Land Management, upon notice, on 
15 September 2017: 
 

For each financial year since 2015-16, (a) how many Development Applications were 
lodged for lease variations and (b) what was the total amount paid in lease variations, 
broken down by (i) month and (ii) suburb. 

 
Mr Gentleman: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(a) In the 2015-16 financial year 252 development applications were lodged that included 
a lease variation (as per the Annual Report 2015-16). In the 2016-17 financial year 
243 development applications were lodged that included a lease variation. 

 
(b) In the 2015-16 financial year approximately $7.6 million was paid in LVC, broken 

down as follows: 
 

2015-16 Financial Year 
Suburb LVC Paid Month 
AINSLIE $ 3,750.00  Dec-15 
BANKS Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
Oct-15 

BARTON $ 3,750.00  May-16 
BELCONNEN $ 298,000.00  Sep-15 
BELCONNEN Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
May-16 

BRADDON $ 2,500.00  Jul-15 
BRADDON $ 11,250.00  Sep-15 
BRADDON $ 7,500.00  Nov-15 
BRADDON $ 3,750.00 Feb-16 
BRADDON $ 11,250.00  Jun-16 
BRUCE $ 206,250.00  Apr-16 
BRUCE $ 11,250.00  Jul-15 
CAMPBELL $ 48,750.00  Oct-15 
CAMPBELL $ 22,500.00  Apr-16 
CHIFLEY $ 7,500.00  Sep-15 
CHIFLEY $ 15,000.00  Nov-15 
CHIFLEY $ 35,000.00  Mar-16 
CITY $ 7,500.00  Aug-15 
CITY $ 15,000.00  Dec-15 
CITY $ 7,500.00  Feb-16 
COOK $ 5,625.00  Jun-16 
CURTIN $ 22,500.00  Mar-16 
DEAKIN $ 15,000.00  Sep-15 
DEAKIN $ 15,000.00  Feb-16 
DEAKIN $ 15,000.00  Jul-15 
DEAKIN $ 7,500.00  Oct-15 
DICKSON $ 819,750.00  Apr-16 
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2015-16 Financial Year 
Suburb LVC Paid Month 
DOWNER $ 50,000.00  Aug-15 
DOWNER $ 15,000.00  Mar-16 
DOWNER $ 22,500.00  May-16 
FARRER $ 15,000.00  Sep-15 
FISHER $ 35,000.00  Oct-15 
FISHER $ 5,250.00  Nov-15 
FISHER $ 15,000.00  Apr-16 
FLYNN $ 15,000.00  Jul-15 
FORREST $ 37,500.00  Jul-15 
FORREST $ 15,000.00  Aug-15 
FORREST $ 15,000.00  Dec-15 
FRANKLIN $ 94,500.00  May-16 
FRASER $ 22,500.00  Mar-16 
FYSHWICK Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
Dec-15 

FYSHWICK $ $27,500.00  Mar-16 
FYSHWICK $ 120,000.00  May-16 
GARRAN $ 22,500.00  Sep-15 
GILMORE $ 15,000.00  Sep-15 
GIRALANG $ 7,500.00  Aug-15 
GREENWAY $ 768,750.00  Nov-15 
GREENWAY $ -  Mar-16 
GRIFFITH $ 30,000.00  Aug-15 
GRIFFITH $ 170,000.00  Nov-15 
GRIFFITH $ 975,000.00  Apr-16 
GUNGAHLIN $ 7,500.00  Oct-15 
GUNGAHLIN $ 86,025.00  Sep-15 
GUNGAHLIN $ 27,732.00  Nov-15 
GUNGAHLIN $ 558,125.00  Feb-16 
GUNGAHLIN Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
May-16 

HIGGINS $ 22,500.00  Mar-16 
HOLT $ 11,250.00  Sep-15 
HUME $ 118,541.00  Oct-15 
HUME $ 25,000.00  Nov-15 
HUME $ 7,500.00  Apr-16 
HUME $ 27,500.00  Jun-16 
KALEEN $ 15,000.00  Oct-15 
KALEEN $ 7,500.00  Apr-16 
KALEEN Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
May-16 

KALEEN $ 22,500.00  Jun-16 
KAMBAH $ 30,000.00  Aug-15 
KAMBAH $ 7,500.00  Mar-16 
KINGSTON Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
Aug-15 

KINGSTON $ 7,500.00  Feb-16 
KINGSTON $ 11,250.00  Mar-16 
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2015-16 Financial Year 
Suburb LVC Paid Month 
KINGSTON $ 450,000.00  Apr-16 
LYONS $ 30,000.00  May-16 
MACQUARIE $ 7,500.00  Oct-15 
MACQUARIE $ 7,500.00  Jun-16 
MAWSON $ 22,500.00  Jul-15 
MAWSON $ 15,000.00  Oct-15 
MAWSON $ 22,500.00  Nov-15 
MITCHELL $ 625,000.00  Aug-15 
MITCHELL $ 11,250.00  Sep-15 
MITCHELL $ 37,500.00  Oct-15 
MITCHELL $ 7,500.00  Nov-15 
MITCHELL $ 356,250.00  Jan-16 
MITCHELL $ 15,000.00  Feb-16 
MITCHELL $ 15,000.00  Mar-16 
MITCHELL $ 91,000.00  Apr-16 
MITCHELL $ 3,750.00  Jun-16 
NARRABUNDAH $ 8,750.00  Jun-16 
NICHOLLS $ 4,500.00  May-16 
O’CONNOR $ 7,500.00  Jul-15 
O’CONNOR $ 50,000.00  Jan-16 
O’MALLEY Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
Aug-15 

PADDYS RIVER Nil paid (remission, 
exemption or waiver)    

May-16 

PAGE $ 15,000.00  Jul-15 
PAGE $ 15,000.00  Oct-15 
PAGE $ 15,000.00  Mar-16 
PAGE $ 15,000.00  May-16 
PAGE $ 94,000.00  Jun-16 
PEARCE $ 30,000.00  Jan-16 
PHILLIP $ 7,500.00  Nov-15 
PHILLIP $ 22,500.00  Dec-15 
PHILLIP $ 22,500.00  Apr-16 
PIALLIGO $ 37,500.00  Jul-15 
RED HILL $ 54,000.00  Jul-15 
RED HILL $ 7,500.00  Feb-16 
RIVETT $ 7,500.00  Feb-16 
SCULLIN $ 45,000.00  Apr-16 
TURNER $ 77,500.00  Sep-15 
TURNER $ 122,500.00  Mar-16 
TURNER $ 52,500.00  Jun-16 
WANNIASSA $ 5,625.00  Sep-15 
WATSON $ 7,500.00  Jun-16 
WEETANGERA $ 22,500.00  Oct-15 

 
In the 2016-17 financial year approximately $21 million was paid in LVC, broken down as 
follows: 
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2016-17 Financial Year 
Suburb LVC Paid Month 
AMAROO $ 10,000.00  Jul-16 
AMAROO $ 7,500.00  Sep-16 
AMAROO $ 7,500.00  Feb-17 
ARANDA $ 32,500.00  Jun-17 
BARTON Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver) 
Jul-16 

BARTON $ 7,500.00 May-17 
BEARD Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver) 
Apr-17 

BELCONNEN $ 7,500.00 Sep-16 
BELCONNEN $ 7,500.00 Oct-16 
BELCONNEN Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver) 
Jan-17 

BELCONNEN $ 37,500.00 Feb-17 
BELCONNEN $ 187,500.00 Apr-17 
BONNER $ 122,750.00 Sep-16 
BRADDON Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver) 
Sep-16 

BRADDON $ 42,500.00 Nov-16 
BRADDON $ 2,228,281.25 Dec-16 
CAMPBELL $ 30,000.00 Jan-17 
CAMPBELL $ 225,000.00 Apr-17 
CAMPBELL Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver) 
May-17 

CHAPMAN $ 27,500.00 Dec-16 
CHAPMAN $ 15,000.00 Apr-17 
CHARNWOOD $ 7,500.00 Jun-17 
CHIFLEY $ 37,500.00 Aug-16 
CHIFLEY $ 65,000.00 Dec-16 
CHIFLEY $ 35,000.00 May-17 
CHISHOLM $ 15,000.00 Oct-16 
CITY $ 7,500.00  Jul-16 
CITY $ 7,500.00  Aug-16 
CITY $ 3,750.00  Sep-16 
CITY $ 26,250.00  Nov-16 
CITY $ 5,597,500.00  Mar-17 
CITY $ 7,500.00  Apr-17 
COOMBS $ 332,187.50  Mar-17 
DEAKIN $ 30,000.00  Sep-16 
DEAKIN $ 37,500.00  Dec-16 
DEAKIN $ 135,000.00  Mar-17 
DEAKIN $ 22,500.00  May-17 
DICKSON $ 7,500.00  Jul-16 
DICKSON $ 95,000.00  Sep-16 
DICKSON $ 105,000.00  Oct-16 
DICKSON $ 96,500.00  Dec-16 
DICKSON $ 89,000.00  Feb-17 
DICKSON $ 65,000.00  Mar-17 
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2016-17 Financial Year 
Suburb LVC Paid Month 
DICKSON $ 60,000.00  Apr-17 
DOWNER $ 7,500.00  Jul-16 
DOWNER $ 45,000.00  Mar-17 
DUFFY $ 15,000.00  Apr-17 
EVATT $ 15,000.00  Sep-16 
EVATT $ 22,500.00  Dec-16 
EVATT $ 15,000.00  Apr-17 
FARRER $ 7,500.00  Mar-17 
FISHER $ 22,500.00  Jun-17 
FORREST $ 42,500.00  Jul-16 
FORREST $ 176,250.00  Oct-16 
FORREST $ 27,500.00  Jun-17 
FRANKLIN $ 7,500.00  May-17 
FYSHWICK $ 15,000.00  Aug-16 
FYSHWICK $ 7,500.00  Sep-16 
FYSHWICK $ 26,200.00  Nov-16 
FYSHWICK $ 72,500.00  Jan-17 
FYSHWICK $ 7,500.00  May-17 
FYSHWICK $ 13,687.50  Jun-17 
GARRAN $ 7,500.00  Aug-16 
GARRAN $ 22,500.00  Sep-16 
GARRAN $ 30,000.00  Mar-17 
GARRAN $ 7,500.00  Jun-17 
GILMORE $ 15,000.00  Oct-16 
GORDON $ 203,125.00  Aug-16 
GORDON $ 7,500.00  Nov-16 
GREENWAY $ 884,375.00  Jul-16 
GREENWAY Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver) 
Aug-16 

GREENWAY $ 200,000.00  Sep-16 
GREENWAY $ 37,500.00  Jan-17 
GREENWAY $ 7,500.00  May-17 
GRIFFITH $ 15,000.00  Nov-16 
GRIFFITH $ 90,000.00  Mar-17 
GRIFFITH $ 15,000.00  Apr-17 
GUNGAHLIN $ 731,250.00  Aug-16 
GUNGAHLIN $ 2,279,062.00 Sep-16 
GUNGAHLIN $ 7,500.00  Oct-16 
GUNGAHLIN $ 398,125.00  Nov-16 
GUNGAHLIN Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
Feb-17 

GUNGAHLIN $ 60,637.50  May-17 
HACKETT $ 15,000.00  Jun-17 
HIGGINS $ 15,000.00  Aug-16 
HOLDER $ 22,500.00  Jun-17 
HOLT $ 15,000.00  Dec-16 
HUGHES Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
Dec-16 



2 November 2017  Legislative Assembly for the ACT 

4984 

 
2016-17 Financial Year 
Suburb LVC Paid Month 
HUME $ 63,750.00  Dec-16 
HUME $ 18,750.00  Jun-17 
KALEEN $ 40,000.00  Jul-16 
KALEEN $ 8,750.00  May-17 
KAMBAH $ 30,000.00  Jul-16 
KINGSTON $ 11,250.00  Aug-16 
KINGSTON Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
Sep-16 

KINGSTON $ 62,500.00  Jun-17 
LAWSON $ 312,187.50  Jul-16 
LYNEHAM $ 7,500.00  Jul-16 
LYNEHAM Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
Aug-16 

LYNEHAM $ 4,250.00  Sep-16 
LYNEHAM $ 7,500.00  Oct-16 
LYNEHAM $ 67,500.00  Nov-16 
LYNEHAM $ 27,500.00  Jun-17 
LYONS $ 7,500.00  Jan-17 
LYONS $ 22,500.00  Feb-17 
MACGREGOR Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
Jul-16 

MACGREGOR $ 22,500.00  Aug-16 
MACGREGOR $ 104,687.50  Jan-17 
MACGREGOR $ 22,500.00  May-17 
MACQUARIE $ 15,000.00  Dec-16 
MACQUARIE $ 15,000.00  Mar-17 
MACQUARIE $ 40,000.00  May-17 
MAWSON $ 56,250.00  Aug-16 
MAWSON $ 15,000.00  Jan-17 
MAWSON $ 15,000.00  Feb-17 
MAWSON $ 22,500.00  May-17 
MAWSON $ 37,500.00  Jun-17 
MITCHELL $ 7,500.00  Oct-16 
MITCHELL $ 1,275,000.00  Nov-16 
MITCHELL $ 30,875.00  Feb-17 
MITCHELL $ 7,500.00  May-17 
MITCHELL $ 15,000.00  Jul-16 
MONCRIEFF $ 215,000.00  Dec-16 
NARRABUNDAH $ 7,500.00  Jun-17 
NICHOLLS $ 7,500.00  Oct-16 
NICHOLLS $ 7,500.00  Nov-16 
O’CONNOR $ 90,000.00  Sep-16 
O’CONNOR $ 95,000.00  Oct-16 
O’CONNOR $ 15,000.00  Nov-16 
O’CONNOR $ 22,500.00  Dec-16 
O’CONNOR $ 7,500.00  Mar-17 
O’CONNOR $ 30,000.00  Apr-17 
O’CONNOR $ 3,750.00  Jun-17 
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2016-17 Financial Year 
Suburb LVC Paid Month 
PAGE $ 15,000.00  Mar-17 
PAGE $ 15,000.00  Apr-17 
PEARCE $ 37,500.00  Jan-17 
PEARCE $ 7,500.00  Jun-17 
PHILLIP $ 3,750.00  Aug-16 
PHILLIP $ 11,250.00  Sep-16 
PHILLIP $ 10,237.50  Oct-16 
PHILLIP $ 116,250.00  Dec-16 
PHILLIP $ 18,750.00  Jan-17 
PHILLIP Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
Feb-17 

PHILLIP $ 15,000.00  Mar-17 
PHILLIP $ 41,250.00  Apr-17 
PHILLIP $ 7,500.00  May-17 
RED HILL $ 15,000.00  Mar-17 
SYMONSTON $ 217,500.00  Mar-17 
TORRENS $ 22,500.00  Dec-16 
TORRENS $ 44,250.00  Mar-17 
TORRENS $ 15,000.00  May-17 
TORRENS $ 30,000.00  Jun-17 
TUGGERANONG Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
Jul-16 

TURNER $ 37,500.00  Jul-16 
TURNER $ 262,500.00  Aug-16 
TURNER $ 55,000.00  Dec-16 
TURNER $ 67,500.00  Mar-17 
TURNER $ 1,454,062.5  Jun-17 
WEETANGERA $ 22,500.00  Aug-16 
WEETANGERA Nil paid (remission, 

exemption or waiver)    
Oct-16 

WEETANGERA $ 27,500.00  Mar-17 
WESTON $ 11,250.00  Dec-16 
WESTON $ 12,240.00  Jan-17 
WESTON $ 31,500.00  Jun-17 
YARRALUMLA $ 7,500.00  Nov-16 

 
 
Roads—projects 
(Question No 629) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
15 September 2017: 
 

(1) What is the current status of Stage 1 of the duplication of Gundaroo Drive. 
 
(2) What milestones set out in the advice to residents dated July 2017, “Gungahlin Drive 

Project Update Duplication between Mirrabei Drive and Gungahlin Drive”, (a) have 
been met or are on track to be met and (b) are behind schedule and what are the 
reasons for the delay. 
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(3) When is Stage 2 of the duplication of Gundaroo Drive expected to commence and 

conclude. 
 
(4) What is the current status of the foreshadowed project to duplicate William Slim Drive. 
 
(5) When can residents expect work to commence on the duplication of William Slim 

Drive. 
 

Ms Fizharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Work is approximately 50% complete on the duplication (excluding the Mirrabei 
Drive signalisation).  

 
(2) The milestones identified in the letter to residents dated July 2017 included: 
 

a. Gundaroo Drive/Mirrabei Drive/Anthony Rolfe Avenue intersection upgrade – 
commencement on site late July, works completed end of May 2018: Works 
commenced on site in late July and are expected to be complete in July 2018. 
The two month forecasted delay is due to more extensive High Voltage 
electricity relocation works being required along Mirrabei Drive than were 
anticipated.  

 
b. Major works at Gungahlin Drive/Gundaroo Drive intersection – commencing 

July 2017: Earthworks and stormwater works commenced at the intersection in 
July 2017.  

 
c. Noise walls – due for completion October 2017: Currently on track for 

completion in October 2017.  
 

d. Traffic switched to new carriageway planned for December 2017 (includes 
completion of the new bridge): This is currently on track.  

 
e. Project completion May 2018 (including Mirrabei signalisation): This is now 

expected in July 18 due to more extensive High Voltage relocation works being 
required along Mirrabei Drive. 

 
(3) Utility relocation works on Stage 2 are expected to commence in early 2018. The civil 

works on the project are due for completion in early 2020. 
 
(4) The design to duplicate William Slim Drive is complete.  
 
(5) Timing of these works is not yet established. 

 
 
ACTION bus service—rainbow buses 
(Question No 631) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
15 September 2017: 
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(1) Will the two rainbow-wrapped Transport Canberra buses be allocated to existing 

Transport Canberra bus routes or will the buses be used for campaign purposes around 
the ACT. 

 
(2) If the buses are to be used for campaign purposes, have they been removed from use 

as part of the standard Transport Canberra bus fleet. 
 
(3) What was the cost of wrapping the two buses. 
 
(4) When was it decided to wrap the two buses and who made that decision. 
 
(5) When was the rainbow-coloured wrap applied to the buses. 
 
(6) When is the rainbow-coloured wrap scheduled to be removed from the buses. 
 
(7) Will the rainbow wrap be applied to any other buses in the Transport Canberra bus 

fleet. 
 
(8) Have the rainbow-wrapped buses been used on school services; if so, how many times 

to date. 
 
(9) What routes have the rainbow-wrapped buses serviced from the roll out to date. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) These buses are used across the Transport Canberra bus network.  
 
(2) No. 
 
(3) $22,880. This was funding from Transport Canberra’s annual allocation of free bus 

wraps.  
 
(4) 16 August 2017. The direction to wrap the two rainbow buses came from my office.  
 
(5) 26 and 27 August 2017. 
 
(6) The wraps will be in place for approximately three months.  
 
(7) It is not intended that the wraps be extended to other buses within the fleet at this time.  
 
(8) To date, the rainbow-wrapped buses have been used on school services 18 times (as at 

18 September 2017). 
 
(9) The table below displays the number of times the rainbow-wrapped buses have 

serviced each route to date (as at 18 September 2017): 
 

Route 
Number 

Number of 
times 

serviced 
Route 

Number 

Number of 
times 

serviced 
1 5 313 4 
2 7 314 4 
3 3 315 1 
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Route 
Number 

Number of 
times 

serviced 
Route 

Number 

Number of 
times 

serviced 
4 1 343 5 
5 6 416 1 
8 3 428 1 

11 1 466 1 
14 1 489 1 
16 4 501 1 
17 4 518 1 
19 2 541 1 
21 3 688 1 
23 1 694 1 
24 1 714 1 
25 6 718 2 
26 4 719 4 
27 4 765 1 
44 1 775 1 
51 1 783 1 
54 9 791 2 
55 4 792 1 
56 3 809 1 
57 3 825 1 

 
 
ACTION bus service—timetable 
(Question No 633) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
15 September 2017: 
 

(1) What reviews and analysis were undertaken to inform the Transport Canberra bus 
network and timetable update due to be rolled out in October. 

 
(2) What community consultation was undertaken in relation to the changes. 
 
(3) What community feedback has been received since the changes to the Transport 

Canberra bus network and timetables were announced. 
 
(4) After the changes, what routes will have (a) increased services or frequency, (b) 

increased connections and (c) reduced travel times, (d) reduced services or frequency, 
(e) fewer connections and (f) increased travel times. 

 
(5) When is the next Transport Canberra bus network and timetable update expected to 

occur. 
 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Before delivery of a new network Transport Canberra reviews running times of 
services to improve on time performance and patronage levels to ensure that high 
demand services offer the correct number of capacity. Data was also analysed to  
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implement route changes. New networks are also designed to ensure that the network 
offers the right service levels within available fleet and budget.  

 
(2) Customers were advised of changes 5 weeks before implementation. Whilst no public 

consultation was conducted before public notification, Transport Canberra is very 
confident that the changes - based on passenger data - will provide an overall 
improvement in the service levels, frequency, and travel time across the network. 

 
(3) Since the announcement of the new timetable on 31 August 2017 and the timetable 

commencing on 7 October 2017, Transport Canberra received 257 pieces of feedback 
through the customer experience area regarding the changes. 

 
(4) Changes have occurred across the network as required within the network parameters 

of fleet and budget.  
 
(5) The latest Transport Canberra timetable commenced on Saturday 7 October 2017. 

Future network and timetable changes will occur in 2018. 
 
 
ACTION bus service—off-peak services 
(Question No 635) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
15 September 2017: 
 

(1) How many off-peak bus services are operated by Transport Canberra on a standard 
week day. 

 
(2) What criteria are used in allocating types of buses to off-peak services and to 

particular routes. 
 
(3) Is any regard given to the passenger capacity of the bus or buses servicing those routes 

with fewer passengers during off-peak periods. 
 
(4) How frequently does Transport Canberra review data on passenger numbers on 

off-peak services. 
 
(5) When is the next review of passenger numbers data due to be conducted. 
 
(6) When is the next review of the Transport Canberra bus timetable due to be conducted. 
 
(7) When is the next version of the Transport Canberra bus timetable due to be released. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Transport Canberra delivers 3,646 services each weekday (as at 10 October 2017). 
2,276 (62%) of these services are provided during off-peak periods based on a trip 
commencing during the off-peak periods that apply between 9:00am and 4:30pm and 
after 6:00pm on weekdays. 

 
(2) Buses are allocated based on the requirements of the network and available fleet.  
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(3) Buses are allocated for peak network capacity. This may result in larger vehicles 

continuing into off peak periods, however, this is balanced against other potential cost 
impacts such as a driver returning to a depot to change buses.  

 
(4) Off-peak services are monitored as part of network performance monitoring.  
 
(5) Off-peak service numbers are considered through network and timetable changes, the 

next of which is to be determined. 
 
(6) Timetable reviews are ongoing.  
 
(7) A new timetable commenced on 7 October 2017. The next bus timetable is yet to be 

determined, but will occur in 2018. 
 
 
Government—contracts 
(Question No 639) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Treasurer, upon notice, on 15 September 2017:  
 

(1) Was the ACT Government notified about contracts Icon Water, or ACTEW 
Corporation, entered into with third parties during (a) 2011-12, (b) 2016-17 and (c) 
2017-18 to date; if so (i) what was the nature and value of the contract, (ii) when was 
the Government notified and (iii) when was the directorate and responsible Minister 
notified; if not, why not. 

 
(2) Can the Minister provide a consolidated list of all significant events Icon Water, or 

ACTEW Corporation, has notified its shareholders of under the Territory-owned 
Corporations Act 1990 during (a) 2011-12, (b) 2016-17 and (c) 2017-18 to date. 

 
Mr Barr: The following answers to the Member’s questions have been verified by 
Icon Water: 
 

(1) (a), (b), (c), (i) to (iii) Over the periods 2011-12, 2016-17 and 2017-18 to date, there 
were three notifications to Shareholders of contracts entered into with third parties, as 
follows:  
− 22 May 2012 Board meeting papers advise that the transfer deed for integration of 

ACTEW and the Water Division was executed on 3 May 2012. ActewAGL would 
continue to provide business as usual corporate services including IT, human 
resources, regulatory affairs, accounts payable and all other services currently 
provided to either ACTEW or Water Division. 

− On 6 June 2012 the Managing Director wrote to shareholders providing a 
summary of the Board meeting of 22 May 2012. The letter advises that the 
transfer deed for the integration of ACTEW and the Water Division has been 
executed and is subject to the execution of service agreements with ActewAGL 
Distribution and ActewAGL Retail.  

− 27 June 2012 Board meeting papers advise that the Corporate Services Agreement 
(CSA) was signed on 7 June 2012 and that the Customer services and Community 
Support Agreement (CSCSA) with ActewAGL Retail was expected to be signed 
by 22 June 2012. 
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It should be noted the decisions to enter into these contracts were approved by the 
Board and notified to the Government. At no stage were the Shareholder Ministers 
asked to approve these agreements, nor were they required to do so under the 
Territory-owned Corporations Act 1990 (TOC Act).  
 
The value of the service agreements was provided in answer to QTON No.E17 – 019. 
 
(iii) Treasury is provided with copies of all correspondence to Voting Shareholders, 

who must be Ministers, at the time of distribution to Shareholders. 
 
As part of usual business practices, Icon Water provides regular quarterly reporting to 
the Voting Shareholders that includes updates on operations, performance, capital 
expenditure and major projects.  

 
(2) Under the TOC Act, Icon Water Limited is obligated to advise shareholders on 

significant events (section 16A).  
 

The TOC Act provides examples of significant events as (1) new ventures and (2) 
significant changes to existing activities. Given the broad nature of this requirement, 
the table below provides a list of matters notified to Voting Shareholders during 
2011-12, 2016-17 and 2017-18 and includes items that were notified as part of 
updates in relation to matters that did or may constitute a significant event as the 
activity was progressed.   

 
Date Item 

2011-12  
1 July 2011 ACTEW letter to Voting Shareholders (VS) advising of the 

discovery of a geological fault around the dam foundation 
area. 

26 August 2011 ACTEW letter to VS advising of key matters discussed at 24 
August 2011 Board meeting including: 

 − Water Security Major Projects (MWSP)Update 
 − ACT Solar Demonstration Facility 
8 September 2011 ACTEW letter in response to a request for information from 

the VS regarding remuneration of the Managing Director 
(MD). 

22 September 2011 ACTEW letter to VS providing June to August 2011 
Quarterly Report on the MWSP. Significant issues included: 

 − Progress on the Enlarged Cotter Dam(ECD) project 
and the impact of difficult weather conditions 

 − Progress with rectifying the Geological Fault 
 − Non-work related fatality at ECD 
 − Prohibition orders raised by Worksafe 
 − Progress on the Murrumbidgee to Googong Pipeline 
23 September 2011 ACTEW letter to VS advising of key matters discussed at the 

Board meeting held on 23 September 2011 including: 
 − 2013-18 Regulatory submission 
 − Progress with strategic review of the water business 
9 November 2011 ACTEW Board papers included advice about the schedule for 

the Enlarged Cotter Dam Project (ECD).  
The MD advised the Board that he had informed the Voting 
Shareholders. 
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Date Item 

2011-12  
10 November 2011 ACTEW Letter to VS providing first quarter report against 

Statement of Corporate Intent (SCI). Key items included: 
 − Progress on ECD and rectification of the geological 

fault 
 − Further work to address recommendations in the 

Canberra Sewerage Strategy 2010-2060 Future 
Sewerage Options Report. Strategic plan developed for 
the Fyshwick sewerage plant. 

 − Financial Performance 
11 November 2011 ACTEW letter to VS advising of key matters discussed at 

9 November 2011 Board meeting including: 
 − Transact 
 − Reintegration of the Water business 
 − MWSP 
20 December 2011 MD wrote to the VS including advice that ECD project 

schedule and budget under pressure. 
21 December 2011 ACTEW letter to VS providing quarterly report September 

2011 to November 2011 against the SCI. Key items included: 
 − Work on the ECD  interrupted due to adverse weather 

conditions 
 − Compliance issues and prohibition notices raised by 

Worksafe have been addressed and progressed 
 − Financial Performance 
3 February 2012 MD wrote to Chief Minister about disruptions to ECD 

construction.   
6 February 2012 ACTEW letter to VS providing second quarter report 2011-12 

against the SCI 
8 February 2012 ACTEW letter to VS advising of key matters discussed at 1 

February 2012 Board Meeting including: 
 − MWSP update 
 − Reintegration of the Water business 
 − Review of water restrictions 
9 February 2012 ACTEW letter to Deputy Chief Minister regarding ACTEW’s 

involvement in the Government Business Development 
Strategy as advised by the DCM. 

4 March 2012 ACTEW Board meeting on 4 March 2012 resolved to provide 
weekly briefs to the VS on the ECD. 

5 March 2012 ACTEW meeting with VS to discuss ECD project and 
flooding implications. 

9 March 2012 MD ACTEW wrote to VS with a summary of matters 
discussed at the 4 March Meeting including: 

 − ECD 
 − Murrumbidgee to Googong Pipeline 
 − Reintegration of Water business 
 − Proposed new Information Management System 
9 March 2012 First weekly ECD report to Board and VS including impact of 

water continuing to flood ECD construction work. 
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Date Item 

2011-12  
19 March 2012 Second weekly ECD report to Board and VS advising water 

stopped flowing over construction and progressive re-entry to 
site to assess damage. 

19 March 2012 ACTEW letter providing quarterly Report to VS for MWSP 
December 2011 to February 2012 which advised impacts of 
major flooding over construction site and other progress to 
date. 

2 April 2012 ACTEW letter to VS advising of key matters discussed at 
21 March 2012 Board meeting including: 

 − MWSP update 
 − Budget and Forecast 
 − ACT Government Solar Auction 
10 April 2012 Third weekly report to Board and VS includes advice ECD 

construction expected to recommence 30 April 2012, clean up 
actions required, and a revised schedule and cost estimate to 
be developed. 

17 April 2012 ACTEW letter to VS advising  ACTEW intends to support 
ActewAGL’s participation in the ACT Government’s Solar 
Auction process 

23 April 2012 ACTEW letter to Treasurer advising of potential risks to 
2012-13 ACTEW Budget including: 

 − ECD Flood Event 
 − New Regulatory Period 
 − Water Revenue 
 − Energy Business matters 
24 April 2012 ACTEW advised Treasury of revised ECD project costs to 

table in the Assembly. MD briefed the VS. 
22 May 2012 ACTEW Board meeting reported no change to ECD project 

cost and schedule.  
6 June 2012 ACTEW letter to VS advising of key matters discussed at 22 

May 2012 Board meeting including: 
 − ECD Update 
 − Reintegration of the Water business/Transfer Deed  
 − Regulatory Submission 
12 June 2012 ACTEW letter to Chief Minister advising of ACTEW’s 

proposed exit from the ACT Public Sector’s insurance 
coverage with Comcare. 

27 June 2012 Board meeting reported no change to ECD project cost and 
schedule.  

2016-17  
4 July 2016 ACTEW letter  to VS advising of key matters discussed at 27 

June 2012 Board including: 
 − MWSP update 
 − Reintegration of the Water business 
 − Draft submission to the ICRC 
11 July 2016 Icon Water letter to VS advising of the proposed sale of high 

security water entitlements 
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2016-17  
12 July 2016 Icon Water letter to VS providing a summary of quarterly 

meeting held with VS on 25 May 2016 with key items 
including 

 − ActewAGL matters 
 − Best for region Treatment Plant 
 − Community Engagement Forum 
5 August 2016 Icon Water letter to VS providing agenda and minutes from 

Icon Board meeting of 15 June 2016 including advice on: 
 − Board Succession Planning 
 − Water Sensitive Urban Design Project 
 − Best for Region Sewage Management project 
 − Industry update 
 − Macquarie Perch Survival 
 − Financial Performance 
 − Operations Report 
25 August 2016 Icon Water Quarterly meeting with VS. Key items discussed 

included: 
 − ActewAGL matters 
 − Waste to Energy Proposal 
 − Best of Region Sewage project 
 − Water Sensitive Urban Design Project 
 − Community  Engagement Forum 
12 September 2016 Icon Water letter to VS providing agenda  and minutes from 

Icon Board meeting of 25 August 2016 which included advice 
on: 

 − ActewAGL matters 
 − Best of Region sewage Project 
 − Industry Update 
 − Sale of High Security Water Entitlements 
28 October 2016 Icon Water letter to VS providing agenda  and minutes from 

Icon Board meeting of 7 September 2016 which included 
advice on: 

 − LMWQCC Upgrade Project 
 − Strategy Progress Report 
23 November 2016 Icon Water letter to VS providing first quarter report against 

the SCI July to September 2016 which included advice on: 
 − ActewAGL matters 
 − Drafting 2018-23 Icon regulatory submission to the 

ICRC 
 − Financial Performance 
15 December 2016 Icon Water letter to VS on changes to the constitutions of the 

two subsidiary companies. 
21 December 2016 Icon Water letter to VS advising of new arrangements in 

ActewAGL to provide a new home service customer 
maintenance service. 
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2016-17  
24 February 2017 Icon Water letter to VS providing second quarter report 

against the SCI September to December 2016 which included 
advice on: 

 − ActewAGL Matters 
 − Drafting continues on the 2018-23 Icon regulatory 

submission to the ICRC 
 − Financial Performance 
15 March 2017 Icon Water letter to VS providing a summary of matters 

discussed at the quarterly meeting held on 21 February 2017 
which included advice on:  

 − ActewAGL matters 
 − Best for Region Sewage Project 
 − Yass Valley Council 
 − Water and Sewerage Contributions Code 
 − Tariff Review/ Regulatory proposal 
 − Board Director Recruitment process 
 − Stakeholder engagement activities 
 − ACT Government Priorities 
2 May 2017 Icon Water letter to VS providing third quarter against SCI  

report January to March 2017 which included advice of: 
 − ActewAGL matters 
 − Drafting continues on the 2018-23 Icon regulatory 

submission to the ICRC 
 − Financial Performance 
3 May 2017 Icon Water Quarterly meeting with VS which included 

discussion on the following topics:  
 − ActewAGL matters 
29 May 2017 Icon Water letter to VS providing a summary of matters 

discussed at the quarterly meeting held on 3 May 2017  which 
included: 

 − ActewAGL matters 
 − Regulatory Submission 
 − Best for Region Sewage project 
 − Yass Valley Council 
 − Murrumbidgee to Googong Pipeline 
2017-18  
14 August 2017 Icon Water Quarterly meeting with VS. Matters discussed 

included: 
 − ActewAGL matters 
 − Assembly Business 
21 August 2017 Icon Water letter to VS advising of the ActewAGL response 

to new ring-fencing requirements required by the Australian 
Energy Regulator. 

6 September 2017 Icon Water letter to VS providing fourth quarter report against 
SCI April to June 2017 and included advice that Icon Water 
had submitted its 2013-23 regulatory submission to the ICRC 
on 30 June 2017. 

 
 



2 November 2017  Legislative Assembly for the ACT 

4996 

 
Public housing—security modifications 
(Question No 647) 
 
Ms Le Couteur asked the Minister for Housing and Suburban Development, upon 
notice, on 15 September 2017: 
 

(1) How are security modifications prioritised for Housing ACT properties administered 
by Housing ACT. 

 
(2) How many properties (a) have had security upgrades or modifications, (b) have 

universal design principles or are accessible, (c) are ground floor, single story, and (d) 
are more than 3 bedrooms. 

 
Ms Berry: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) 
Over and above standard security installations such as security screen doors and 
window locks, additional security modifications may be applied to public housing in 
response to domestic violence cases.  All requests are assessed and prioritised with 
urgency.  It needs to be noted that although most of the works can be completed 
relatively quickly, any crime safe fixtures are made to measure and can take up to 5 
weeks for manufacture. 
 
The ACT Government provided $1.5 million over three years from 2013-14 to 
2015-16 for security improvements for elderly tenants in public housing. This 
program provided a range of activities including deadbolts and peep holes, as well as 
improved lighting to unit complexes. 

 
(2) 

a. Since 2013, Housing ACT has upgraded or modified 155 properties in response to 
domestic violence cases and 1,614 properties under the three year program 
(2013-14 to 2015-16) to provide security improvements for elderly tenants. 

 
b. According to Housing ACT records, there are approximately 570 properties that are 

adaptable. 
 

The total number of Housing ACT properties that incorporate Universal or Liveable 
Design elements is not known. 
 
Housing ACT utilises a standardised ‘Design Brief’.  The design brief incorporates 
the core elements of the Liveable Housing Design guidelines preferably at the Gold 
level or guidelines for properties to be designed and constructed to the Adaptable 
Housing Standards (generally to Class C level) for all new construction projects. 

 
c. According to Housing ACT records, the public housing portfolio includes around 

7,000 properties that are located either on the ground floor or are single storey. 
 

d. According to Housing ACT records, the public housing portfolio includes 
approximately 1,134 properties that have more than three bedrooms. 
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Housing—supported accommodation 
(Question No 651) 
 
Ms Le Couteur asked the Minister for Housing and Suburban Development, upon 
notice, on 15 September 2017: 
 

(1) What is the current number of supported accommodation beds available in the ACT by 
client group (ie women, men, families, children). 

 
(2) What is the number of outreach clients across agencies, who can be assisted under the 

National Housing and Homelessness Agreement. 
 
(3) What is the number of supported accommodation beds available, by client group, for 

the years (a) 2015-16, (b) 2014-15, (c) 2013-14, (d) 2012-13, (e) 2011-12 and (f) 
2010-11. 

 
(4) What was the number of outreach clients for the years (a) 2015-16, (b) 2014-15, (c) 

2013-14, (d) 2012-13, (e) 2011-12 and (f) 2010-11. 
 
(5) What was the number of supported accommodation beds available in the ACT by 

client group in 2000-01. 
 
(6) What was the number of outreach clients for the period 2000-01. 
 
(7) What is the number of transitional properties currently available in the ACT. 
 
(8) What was the number of transitional properties for previous years (a) 2015 16, (b) 

2014-15, (c) 2013-14, (d) 2012-13, (e) 2011-12 and (f) 2010 11. 
 
(9) Who administers transitional housing in the ACT. 
 
(10) What is the average length of stay in supported accommodation services by client 

group. 
 
(11) What is the average length of stay in transitional housing properties by client group. 

 
Ms Berry: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) The number of accommodation places available in the ACT Specialist Homelessness 
Sector (2017 18) is 321 at any one time (Table 1). The table below categorises this 
accommodation in terms of main target group. 

 
Target Group Accommodation Places 
Women (with or without children) 84 
Men 62 
Families 37 
Youth 112 
Indigenous 12 
Intensive Support* 14 
Total 321 
*Rough sleepers and people with enduring high and complex needs. 
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(2) The number of clients that can receive non-accommodation support services at any 

one time from the ACT Specialist Homelessness Service Sector (2017-18) is 624. 
Clients accessing accommodation (321 places) also receive support services, for a 
total of 945 support places at any one time.   

 
At present, this support is provided under the National Affordable Housing 
Agreement (NAHA) and the National Partnership Agreement on Homelessness 
(NPAH).  

 
(3) Prior to 2015-16, ACT Government contracts with the ACT Specialist Homelessness 

Sector did not specify the number of accommodation places within the sector at any 
one time. 
In 2015-16, 309 accommodation places were available in the ACT Specialist 
Homelessness Sector at any one time.   
 
In 2015-16, a co-design process with the ACT Specialist Homelessness Sector 
separated accommodation from support services.  For the first time, this captured total 
outputs across the sector in a consistent way.   

 
(4) (a) In 2015-16, the number of clients supported by the ACT Specialist Homelessness 

Sector was 4,652.  Of these, 1,851 individuals and families were provided with 
accommodation and the remaining 2,801 received non-accommodation support 
from the ACT Specialist Homelessness Sector.  

 
(b) In 2014-15, the number of clients supported by the ACT Specialist Homelessness 

Sector was 4,987.  Of these, 1,912 individuals and families were provided with 
accommodation and the remaining 3,075 received non-accommodation support 
from the ACT Specialist Homelessness Sector.  

 
(c) In 2013-14, the number of clients supported by the ACT Specialist Homelessness 

Sector was 5,338.  Of these, 2,122 individuals and families were provided with 
accommodation and the remaining 3,216 received non-accommodation support 
from the ACT Specialist Homelessness Sector.  

 
(d) In 2012-13, the number of clients supported by the ACT Specialist Homelessness 

Sector was 5,367.  Of these, 2,097 individuals and families were provided with 
accommodation and the remaining 3,270 received non-accommodation support 
from the ACT Specialist Homelessness Sector.  

 
(e) In 2011-12, the number of clients supported by the ACT Specialist Homelessness 

Sector was 6,318.  Of these, 2,797 individuals and families were provided with 
accommodation and the remaining 3,521 received non-accommodation support 
from the ACT Specialist Homelessness Sector.  

 
(f) Data in 2010-11, was captured under the Supported Accommodation Assistance 

Program and as such is not compatible or comparable with the data sets from 
2011-12 onwards. 

 
(5) Since 2011-12, a new national homelessness data collection system called the 

Specialist Homelessness Services Collection (SHSC) replaced the previous data 
collection systems the Supported Accommodation Assistance Program (SAAP).  
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The SHSC expanded to include tenancy support services and other 
non-accommodation homelessness support services.  Due to differences in data 
concepts (e.g. definition of clients) between SAAP and SHIP, data from SAAP and 
SHIP are not comparable.  It means data from the period from 2011-12 onwards are 
not comparable with data before 2011-12.  
 
The new collection is also part of a broad based program of reform including new 
services, contemporary models implemented in the ACT e.g. “any door is the right 
door”, and the central intake services.  

 
(6) Please see response to question 5, which also applies to this question.   

 
(7) Accommodation places within the ACT Specialist Homelessness Sector comprise both 

emergency and transitional accommodation which gives the sector the flexibility to 
respond to service user needs.  As such, it is not possible to arbitrarily split transitional 
and crisis accommodation within the ACT Specialist Homelessness Sector. 

 
The total number of accommodation places currently available in the ACT Specialist 
Homelessness Sector is 321 places.  

 
This number includes both standalone and congregate properties.  

 
(8) In 2015-16, 309 accommodation places were available in the ACT Specialist 

Homelessness Sector at any one time.   
 
Prior to 2015-16, ACT Government contracts with the ACT Specialist Homelessness 
Sector did not specify the number of accommodation places within the sector at any 
one time. 
 
In 2015-16, a co-design process with the ACT Specialist Homelessness Sector 
separated accommodation from support services.  For the first time, this captured total 
outputs across the sector in a consistent way.   

 
(9) Crisis and transitional accommodation for people experiencing homelessness is 

administered by Housing ACT, through Service Funding Agreements with the 
Specialist Homelessness Services Sector funded under the NAHA and NPAH.  For the 
purposes of supporting specialist homelessness accommodation, ACT head leases 
properties to the sector and manages the properties in line with the Residential 
Tenancy Act.  The individual agency becomes the tenant and they are in turn 
responsible for entering into an occupancy arrangement with the client.    

 
(10) The data reports on gender and client number and does not differentiate between 

supported accommodation and transition housing.  The average length of 
accommodation in homelessness services is detailed below: 

 
Table 4: Length of accommodation (nights) 
ACT  2015-16 2014-15 2013-14 2012-13 2011-12 
Length of 
accommodation 
(mean) 

158.8 141.5 141.8 138.8 140 

 
(11) Please see response to question 10, which also applies to this question.  
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Alexander Maconochie Centre—detainees 
(Question No 654) 
 
Mrs Jones asked the Minister for Corrections, upon notice, on 15 September 2017: 
 

(1) What is the total number of cohorts of inmates in the Alexander Maconochie Centre 
(AMC), broken down into (a) male and (b) female. 

 
(2) How many people are currently in each of these cohorts.  
 
(3) How has the physical nature and layout of the AMC impacted the creation and 

management of these cohorts. 
 
Mr Rattenbury: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

To answer questions (1) and (2) detainee cohorts are determined by:  
a) Sentence status – detainees are either unconvicted or under sentence  
b) Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander identification  
c) Sex- while detainees commonly identity as male or female, there is also scope for 

detainees to elect not identify as either sex or as a transgender person 
d) Security classifications – detainees can be classified minimum, medium or maximum 

classification. There are also levels within classifications.  
 

Detainee cohorts are also determined by non-association issues which can be 
self-identified or intelligence-based.  

 
Detainees can belong to more than one cohort. For instance, a female detainee could be 
sentenced and identify as Aboriginal.   

 
The following table represents the number of detainees in each cohort as of 21 September 
2017 broken down by gender.  

 
Male   432 
Female   44  

Total   476 
 

Unconvicted waiting court hearing 176 F: 23 M: 153 
Under sentence 300 F:21 M: 279 

Total  476   
 

Aboriginal and or Torres Strait Islander 100 F: 14 M: 86 
Non-Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander 364 F: 30 M: 346 

Total  476   
 

Minimum 1 E2 1 F:0 M:1 
Minimum 1 81 F:3 M:78 
Minimum 2 3 F:0 M:3 
Minimum 3 5 F:0 M:5 
Medium 362 F:39 M: 323 
Medium E2 7 F:0 M:7 
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Maximum 10 F: 1 M: 9 
Maximum EI 6 F:0 M:6 
Escapee 0 F:0 M:0 

Total  476 44 432 
 

Mainstream – pending 26 F: 6 M:20 
Protection – pending 3 F:0 M:3 
Strict protection pending 3 F:0 M:3 
Mainstream 212 F:36 M:176 
Protection 69 F: 1 M: 68 
Strict protection 153 F:1 M:152 
Unplaced strict protection 9 F:0 M:9 
Admin strict protection 1 F:0 M:1 

Total  476 44 432 
 

The Corrections Management (AMC Detainee Classification) Policy 2012 sets out the 
definitions for each security classification.  

 
E classification 

E classification refers to a detainee with a history of escaping from lawful custody and 
will have an additional classification of E denoting ‘escapee’. There are three grades of 
E – E1, E2, and E3 and denotes the level of risk. The lower the number the high the risk. 
 
E1 denotes either an assessed significant level of risk of escape or a need for further 
assessment to take place before considering reducing the classification. A detainee 
classified E1 may not progress below Medium security rating. E2 denotes a reduced level 
of risk and will allow a Minimum 1 security rating. E3 denotes a low level of risk 
commensurate with being suitable for Minimum Security 2 or 3. 
 
Minimum security 

There are three levels of minimum security classification denoting different levels of risk. 
Minimum 1 indicates a lower level risk than medium security. Minimum 2 denotes a 
lower level of risk than assessed for Minimum 1. Minimum 3 is the lowest level of 
security classification and is the classification that must be achieved in order to be 
considered for external leave. 
 
(3) The physical nature and layout of the AMC affects the management of detainee 
cohorts in terms of movement around the AMC and accommodation placement options.  
 
The need to separate particular detainees and/or groups of detainees in common areas 
impacts the movement of detainees around the centre but does not affect the daily 
management of detainees.  
 
ACT Corrective Services classifies detainees according to the nature and severity of the 
charges, severity of sentence, offending history, escape history, breaches of court orders, 
institutional disciplinary record and stability, internal or external intelligence and 
motivation to address offending behaviour.  
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ACT Policing—policies 
(Question No 657) 
 
Mrs Jones asked the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, upon notice, on 
15 September 2017: 
 

(1) What is the decision making process for deciding whether or not an organised rally 
will receive a police presence.  

 
(2) If the decision is made that no police will be present at the rally, (a) what is the policy 

for advising the rally organisers of this decision and (b) what options are available to 
rally organisers to dispute this decision. 

 
(3) If the decision is made that police will be present at an organised rally, what is the 

policy for (a) advising the rally organisers of this decision and (b) deciding how many 
police officers will be present for the rally. 

 
(4) What is the policy for police intervention in dealing with disorderly, anti-social, 

threatening and/or violent individuals, once the decision has been made to have a 
police presence at an organised rally. 

 
(5) Are there any known cases in which police have acted in contravention of these 

policies within the past 12 months. 
 
(6) What rally topics have police identified as typically requiring a greater police presence. 

 
Mr Gentleman: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Where notification of a rally is received, ACT Policing assesses a range of factors 
including, intelligence holdings, Law Enforcement and other partner information, risk 
and threat assessments, the number of people likely to attend, and the location of the 
event. Consideration is also given to the possibility of disruption to other members of 
the public. Contact may be made with the rally organiser to enable further 
consideration of any possible issues.  

 
In accordance with information available on the Access Canberra website, it is 
recommended that people planning a rally on ACT Government land submit an 
application to use a public place well in advance of the event. The National Capital 
Authority should also be consulted in regards to events on Commonwealth Land, by 
way of example, any location within the “Parliamentary Triangle”. 

 
(2) (a) Depending on the length of notice received and other operational activities 

occurring at the time, ACT Policing endeavours to engage with rally organisers but 
does not typically disclose how or where policing resources are being deployed across 
the ACT. Where there has been no, or limited, warning of the rally, ACT Policing will 
monitor the event with available resources.  

 
(b) If a dispute regarding police attendance cannot be resolved by the police officer 
involved, the dispute can be progressed to the officer’s supervisor in order to resolve 
the dispute at the time of the relevant operational activity. If rally organisers are not  
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satisfied with the level of service provided, they are able to make a complaint through 
the AFP Professional Standards complaint management framework or to the 
Commonwealth Ombudsman. 

 
(3) (a) ACT Policing endeavours to engage with rally organisers as much as possible prior 

to the event, depending on the length of notice received and other operational 
activities occurring at the time. 

 
(b) The number of police that may attend a rally is determined by police, based on the 
assessment process described previously. 

 
(4) ACT Policing will not intervene in a rally or protest unless required. Decisions 

regarding intervention at organised rallies are most appropriately made by attending 
police, noting a number of variables are considered when deciding upon a response to 
particular behaviour.  

 
These considerations include overall safety and the evidentiary requirements of 
prosecuting criminal offences. There are situations where the intervention of police 
can lead to an escalation in hostility and an increased risk to the general public and 
police officers.  

 
(5) ACT Policing is not aware of any breaches of its standard business practices in respect 

of protests and demonstrations in the previous 12 months. 
 

(6) ACT Policing’s response to a rally is determined by the assessment process described 
previously in response (1). 

 
 
Aboriginals and Torres Strait Islanders—programs 
(Question No 660) 
 
Mr Milligan asked the Minister for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs, 
upon notice, on 22 September 2017: 
 

(1) In relation to the $502 000 budget allocation for Growing Healthy Families, what 
programs are run under this funding. 

 
(2) Can the Minister provide (a) a list of all that apply, (b) which of the programs include 

indigenous families, (c) which of the programs are specifically only for indigenous 
families and (d) what funding is available for each program. 

 
(3) Who runs each of the programs and which of the programs (a) are run by indigenous 

organisations and (b) include indigenous organisations. 
 
(4) How many children attend the program and how many of these are indigenous. 
 
(5) What are the specific outcomes for the programs. 

 
Ms Stephen-Smith: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) The Growing Healthy Families program offers a range of culturally informed health, 
early childhood development and parenting skills programs and services to support  
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Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children, families and their communities (See 
table of programs offered at each Child and Family Centre at Attachment A).   

 
The Growing Healthy Families program offers: 

• case management for families with high and complex needs; 
• developmental children’s groups;  
• early intervention and targeted intervention playgroups;  
• men’s and women’s groups; 
• community activities and events; and 
• links to universal health and community services.  

 
(2a) A list of the programs run by the Growing Healthy Families program is at 

Attachment A. 
 

(2b) All Growing Healthy Families programs are tailored for Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander families and children.  

 
(2c) All Growing Healthy Families programs and community education events are 

tailored for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander families and children. Some of the 
programs/events are attended by non-Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander carers and 
parents who care for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children. 

 
(2d) The Growing Healthy Families program funds the suite of programs at Attachment A. 

It is not possible to provide a precise breakdown of funding for each program, due to 
the fact that overhead costs are shared across the suite of programs. 

 
(3) All the Growing Healthy Families programs are run by staff who are employed 

through the program in partnership with other Government and non-government 
organisations. The Growing Healthy Families team work in an outreach capacity, 
including with the ACT Government Koori Preschools and Aboriginal community 
controlled organisations Gugan Gulwan and Winnunga Nimmiyjah.  

 
The Growing Healthy Families program is delivered through five funded roles that 
work across the three Child and Family Centres. Four of these roles are funded 
through the ACT Government’s $502 000 budget allocation, with two of the staff 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander. The fifth role is an Indigenous Education 
Officer role (an identified position) funded by the Department of Prime Minister and 
Cabinet to work with Koori Preschools. In addition, the Community Services 
Directorate funds a part-time Senior Aboriginal Project Officer who works with the 
Growing Healthy Families Program in an advisory capacity.  

 
(3a) The Mums and Bubs group in Tuggeranong is run by Gugan Gulwan and an 

Aboriginal Growing Healthy Families Community Development Worker is a 
co-facilitator.  

 
(3b) The following Growing Healthy Families programs include Aboriginal and Torres 

Strait Islander organisations: 
• The Wellbeing Clinic (Winnunga); 
• Mums and Bubs group (Gugan Gulwan); and 
• Koori Leadership group (Gugan Gulwan). 
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(4) There are currently 486 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children registered to 

participate in Growing Healthy Families across the three child and family centres. 
 

(5) The following outcomes are being achieved: 
• Strengthened links to Koori Preschool;  
• Increased participation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children and their 

families in the program; 
• Successful community events promoting Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

culture; and  
• Programs are culturally proficient, safe and relevant to local community.  

 
Attachment A 

 
The following table shows the Growing Healthy Families programs facilitated at 
Gungahlin Child and Family Centre 

 
Program Description Who 

Boys Group 
A group for Aboriginal boys facilitated by 
an Aboriginal man. Activities include 
traditional games, sports and mentoring. 

Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander boys. 

Deadly Bubs 

A supported playgroup focusing on 
strengthening community and cultural 
connections and promoting positive child-
parent relationships 

Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander children 
under five and their 
parents and carers. 

Girls group “Tiddas” 
Cultural, Hip-hop and contemporary dance 
to achieve confidence and build self-
esteem. 

Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander girls. 

Parents Group 
Art and craft, traditional/ non-traditional 
encouraging entrepreneurship.  

Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander parents, 
carers, grandparents. 

Tracks to 
Reconciliation Event 

Celebration of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander culture, involving a walk around 
the local area to identify places/services of 
interest and significance.    

A community wide event 
promoting Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander 
culture and participation.  

NAIDOC by the Lake 

An annual community education event 
organised for families at the Belconnen 
Arts Centre. This is an opportunity to learn 
about Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
cultures 

A community wide event 
promoting Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander 
culture and participation. 

Deadly Mob 
A school based program focusing on the 
physical, social and cultural wellbeing. 

Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander children at 
Harrison Primary School. 

 
Attachment A 

 
The following table shows the Growing Healthy Families programs facilitated at 
West Belconnen Child and Family Centre 

 
Program Description Who 

Koori Kids 

Koori Kids focuses on healthy lifestyle 
choices, confidence building, positive 
role modelling, aspirations, creative arts, 
and future pathways. 

Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander children 
aged 8-12. 
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Program Description Who 

Koori Playgroup 

A supported playgroup focusing on 
strengthening connection with 
community and culture and promotes 
child-parent relationships. 

Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander children 
under five and their parents 
and carers 

Koori Leadership 
Program 

A community identified group focusing 
on positive role modelling, leadership, 
educational outcomes and career 
aspirations for young leaders. 

Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander children 
aged 13-17. 

Yurwang Bullarn 
Strong Women’s 

Group 

A group focusing on community 
connectedness and provides local 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
women with an opportunity to socialise 
regularly and engage in activities 
addressing art and culture, self-care, 
health and wellbeing. 

Mothers, aunties, 
grandmothers, cousins and 
carers of Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander 
children. 

NAIDOC by the Lake 

An annual community education event 
for families at the Belconnen Arts Centre 
– promoting and celebrating Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander culture. 

A community wide event 
promoting Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander 
culture and participation. 

Tracks to 
Reconciliation 

A celebration of Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander culture, involving a walk 
around the local area to identify 
places/services of interest and 
significance. 

A community wide event 
promoting Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander 
culture and participation. 

 
Attachment A 

 
The following table shows the Growing Healthy Families programs facilitated at 
Tuggeranong Child and Family Centre 

 
Program Description Who 

Little Brotha & 
Little Sista 

A playgroup for Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander families with children from 
birth to give years. The playgroup is 
facilitated by two Gugan Gulwan workers 
and a TCFC staff member. 
 
Lunch is provided. 
A Speech Therapist from the Child 
Development Service attends to provide 
informal screening for speech. 
 

Parent/s and carers of 
Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander children. 

Tracks to 
Reconciliation 

Celebration of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander culture, involving a walk around 
the local area to identify places/services of 
interest and significance. 

A community wide event 
promoting Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander 
culture and participation. 

NAIDOC by the 
Lake 

An annual community education event for 
families at the Belconnen Arts Centre – 
promoting and celebrating Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander culture. 

A community wide event 
promoting Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander 
culture and participation. 
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Program Description Who 

Circle of Security 

An eight week parenting program enabling 
parents and caregivers to understand and 
recognise their child’s emotional needs. 
The group is facilitated by a worker from 
the Growing Healthy Families team and a 
worker from Narrabundah Early 
Childhood School. 

Parents or carers of 
Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander children. 

Winnunga Nimitija 
wellbeing clinic 

An outreach service to families at 
Winnunga provides information on child 
development, behaviour management 
strategies and support for children under 8 
years of age. Each family is allocated an 
hour to discuss their concerns. 

Parents, grandparents, 
aunties, uncles and carers 
of Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander children. 

Freshen It Up 

A healthy cooking program for Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander families. 16 
sessions facilitated by a nutritionist from 
Nutrition Australia. The program is funded 
through the ACT Health Promotion Grants 
program. 

Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander families 
from the Koori Preschool at 
Narrabundah Early 
Childhood School. 

Friday Under five at 
Gilmore 

A playgroup for families with children 
under five years old. 
This group is facilitated by a staff member 
from Gilmore Primary School and a 
worker from Growing Healthy Families. 
 

An open group to all 
families with children 
under five. Targeting 
Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander and 
vulnerable families. 

 
 
City to lake project—cost-benefit analysis 
(Question No 667) 
 
Ms Lawder asked the Chief Minister, upon notice, on 22 September 2017: 
 

In relation to the Chief Minister’s answer to the Select Committee on Estimates 
2017-2018 question on notice No 409, can he provide a copy of the cost benefit analysis 
of the City to the Lake project that was completed in 2014.  

 
Mr Barr: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

The document provided outlines the cost-benefit analysis for the City to the Lake (CTTL) 
Project, completed in 2014. The cost-benefit analysis has been extracted from a larger 
report.  

 
The Cost Benefit analysis discusses two scenarios: 
• Scenario One is the case where the Parkes Way grade separation does not proceed 

and the CTTL Master Plan elements are limited to the West Basin foreshore, Aquatic 
Centre, the subdivision of the West Basin precinct with limited mixed use 
development within the Civic precinct.. 

• Scenario Two is where the grade separation of Parkes Way is undertaken and the 
CTTL Master Plan elements are developed in step with market demand and an 
overarching development strategy. 
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To provide additional clarity, the works that previously formed the ‘City to the Lake’ 
project are now incorporated within the broader work of the City Renewal Authority 
through the enabling legislation and subsequent Statement of Expectations rather than as a 
standalone project.  
 
(A copy of the attachment is available at the Chamber Support Office). 

 
 
Planning—Canberra Airport pedestrian access 
(Question No 672) 
 
Ms Lawder asked the Minister for Planning and Land Management, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017 (redirected to the Minister for Transport and City Services): 
 

(1) In relation to the Minister’s answers to the Select Committee on Estimates 2017-2018 
question on notice No 506, how much did Beltana Road to the Canberra airport 
pedestrian network and the Canberra airport shared path cost. 

 
(2) How long did it take to (a) plan and (b) complete this capital works. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) The Beltana Road to the Airport shared path cost $133,000 excluding GST to 
construct. This cost includes all design, approvals and construction. 

 
The Costco to the Airport shared path cost $470,000 to construct excluding GST. This 
cost includes all design, approvals and construction 

 
(2) (a) Both paths took approximately 6 months (Feb to July 2016) to plan including all 

design and approvals. 

(b)The Beltana Road to the Airport shared path construction took 6 weeks (May to 
June 2017) to complete. The Costco to the Airport shared path construction took 12 
weeks (January to March 2017) to complete. 

 
 
Planning—retrospective development applications 
(Question No 677) 
 
Ms Lawder asked the Minister for Planning and Land Management, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

Can the Minister provide a breakdown outlining for every year for the last five years, 
how many retrospective development applications have been (a) received by the 
relevant agency/ authority, (b) approved by the relevant agency/authority and (c) 
rejected by the relevant agency/authority. 

 
Mr Gentleman: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

Figures for retrospective development applications are currently not reportable due to 
system limitations. The Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development  
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Directorate is progressing an upgrade to the electronic platform for development 
assessment (eDevelopment) over the next 12 months that will enable this type of 
reporting. It is estimated that only a very small number of applications are for 
retrospective development approvals. 

 
Total merit track development applications determined by the planning and land 
authority over the past 5 years is as follows: 

 
• 2016/17  – 986 determined, 953 approved, 33 refused 
• 2015/16 – 1004 determined, 975 approved, 29 refused 
• 2014/15 – 1169 determined, 1149 approved, 20 refused 
• 2013/14 – 1079 determined, 1049 approved, 30 refused 
• 2012/13 – 1153 determined, 1118 approved, 35 refused 

 
 
Planning—street names 
(Question No 678) 
 
Ms Lawder asked the Minister for Planning and Land Management, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017:  
 

In relation to Public Place Names (Pialligo) Determination 2017 Disallowable Instrument 
DI2017-131, what representative of the Ngunnawal community in the ACT did the 
Government obtain permission from to commemorate the word “Dharaban” as a public 
place name. 

 
Mr Gentleman: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

Consultation was undertaken with the United Ngunnawal Elders Council to obtain 
permission to commemorate the Ngunnawal word “Dharaban” as a public place name in 
Pialligo.  

 
 
Planning—master plans 
(Question No 679) 
 
Ms Lawder asked the Minister for Planning and Land Management, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) Can the Minister provide a list of the master plans that have not yet been finalised and 
when they are expected to be finalised. 

 
(2) Can the Minister provide a list of the master plans that have been incorporated into the 

Territory Plan and indicate whether the master plans have been fully or partially 
incorporated. 

 
Mr Gentleman: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Master plans for the Kippax and Curtin group centres are currently being finalised and 
are anticipated to be completed in the first half of 2018 following the current 
community panel process. A village plan for the Tharwa village is also being finalised 
and is anticipated for completion in early 2018. 
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(2) Master plans for the Dickson, Kingston, Erindale, Kambah, Pialligo centres have been 

fully incorporated into the Territory Plan, while the master plan for Tuggeranong has 
been partially incorporated. Draft variations to the Territory Plan for the Weston, 
Oaks Estate, Woden and Mawson centres fully incorporate the master plan planning 
policy recommendations but are yet to be finalised. Draft variations to the Territory 
Plan for the Belconnen and Calwell centres are currently being prepared. 

 
 
Transport—light rail 
(Question No 680) 
 
Mr Milligan asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) What consultation/ communication was had with business prior to the start of the light 
rail works in the Gungahlin Town Centre regarding the likely impact on their business. 

 
(2) Were businesses impacted in the town centre informed (a) when the work would start, 

(b) when the work would be completed and (c) of the nature of the disruptions. 
 
(3) How long will the works continue for. 
 
(4) Was it made clear to businesses impacted that all of Hibberson Street between Hinder 

Street and Gungahlin Place would be closed. 
 
(5) Was it made clear to businesses impacted that the crossing to Hibberson Street along 

Hinder Street would be closed for part of the works 
 

(6) Was it made clear to businesses impacted that much of Gungahlin Place between 
Hibberson Street and Efkarpidis Street would be closed. 

 
(7) How long will each of these sections be closed. 
 
(8) When can customers and businesses expect to see these sections open. 
 
(9) What compensation is available for loss of business to each of the owners of 

businesses in the Gungahlin Village and Gungahlin Square. 
 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) A range of communication activities were held with businesses prior to the start of the 
Light Rail works. These activities are listed below:  
• A Retail Information Session was held in March 2017 by Canberra Metro and the 

Light Rail Business Link Program;  
• the Canberra Metro Stakeholder Engagement Officer visited individual businesses 

on Hibberson Street and Gungahlin Retail Centre Managers to advise on the likely 
impacts of construction works; 

• information was provided through the Canberra Metro and Transport Canberra 
and City Services (TCCS) websites; 
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• monthly TCCS construction updates; and 
• media releases were issued leading up to the closure of Hibberson Street advising 

of traffic impacts and bus movements around the Town Centre.  
 

(2) (a) Yes (b) Yes (c) Yes. 
 
(3) The works will continue until approximately the end of March 2018, though some 

works may be undertaken until system operations commence. 
 
(4) Yes. 
 
(5) Yes. 
 
(6) Yes. 

 
(7) Gungahlin Place between Hibberson Street and Efkarpidis Street has been closed since 

23 May 2017 and reopened on 6 October 2017. 
 
(8) Gungahlin Place between Hibberson Street and Efkarpidis Street and reopened on 6 

October 2017. 
 
(9) It is not the current policy of the Territory Government to pay compensation to 

businesses which may be impacted by the construction of public infrastructure. 
 
 
Insurance—third-party 
(Question No 681) 
 
Ms Lee asked the Treasurer, upon notice, on 22 September 2017 (redirected to the 
Acting Treasurer): 
 

(1) Given that documents available on the yoursay.ctp website state that the reason ACT 
residents pay different Compulsory Third Party Insurance (CTP) premiums to other 
jurisdictions is largely because of the benefits structure and the court based model of 
resolving claims, does the benefits structure reflect the higher average weekly 
earnings (AWE) of Canberrans compared to AWE in other jurisdictions; if not, what 
is the reason for the current level of ACT CTP premiums. 

 
(2) Do most claims settle and not go to court to be resolved. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) CTP insurance schemes exist in every state and territory but they are different in 
design and offer different levels of coverage, benefits and premiums. 

 
The ACT has an at-fault common law scheme, which means that an injured person 
can sue another person for negligence and seek compensation. While some other 
states also have common law schemes, they are different from the ACT scheme 
because they define or have limits or thresholds on the benefits that are payable for 
different types of injury. Some other states operate their schemes on a no-fault basis, 
in some cases with limited common law access. A no-fault scheme provides some 
benefits regardless of who was at fault for the accident, without the need to sue and go 
to court.  
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Higher CTP premiums in the ACT are largely due to the factors outlined above, with 
higher average weekly earnings in the ACT being only one factor. 

 
(2) Yes, though most claimants are legally represented – whether or not the matter settles 

or goes to court. Based on available data, nearly three quarters of claims finalised in 
2016 17, associated with accidents occurring across multiple years under the Road 
Transport (Third-Party Insurance) Act 2008, were legally represented. 

 
 
Insurance—third-party 
(Question No 682) 
 
Ms Lee asked the Treasurer, upon notice, on 22 September 2017 (redirected to the 
Acting Treasurer): 
 

Has the Government stated that the average Compulsory Third Party Insurance premium 
in the ACT is $591.20; if so, what is the total value of all government fees, levies and 
charges included in this average premium. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

The figure you are referring to is on page 5 of the document “Understanding Compulsory 
Third Party (CTP) Insurance in the ACT” on the website https://yoursay.act.gov.au/ctp. 
Figure 2 provides a comparison of CTP premiums across Australia as of 1 July 2017. For 
comparison purposes, the CTP premiums in Figure 2 include the equivalent Lifetime Care 
and Support Scheme, CTP and related levies. 

 
The ACT comparative amount in Figure 2 is $591.20.  This is based on a CTP premium 
of $555.20, the $35.00 Lifetime Care and Support Levy and the CTP Regulator Levy of 
$1.00. 
 
Note: CTP insurance premiums are not Territory revenue.  Premiums are collected at the 
time of vehicle registration on behalf of CTP insurance providers. 

 
 
Insurance—third-party 
(Question No 683) 
 
Ms Lee asked the Treasurer, upon notice, on 22 September 2017: 
 

(1) Given that information published on the Government’s yoursay.ctp website indicates 
that legal and investigation fees in 2015-2016 were the second highest expenditure 
category for the Compulsory Third Party scheme, what is the range of costs included 
in investigation costs. 

 
(2) Do the investigation costs include medical investigation costs. 

 
(3) What is the proportion of investigation costs included in the legal costs category. 

 
Mr Barr: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Investigation costs include the insurer looking into the circumstances of the accident 
(as fault needs to be established), the nature of the injuries and determining whether  
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injuries are connected to the motor accident. These may include costs such as police, 
ambulance and hospital reports and the costs of examinations by medical practitioners 
and their reports. Needing to establish fault may increase investigation costs. 

 
(2) Yes. 
 
(3) Investigation expenses accounted for approximately 14 per cent of the 2015 16 

finalised expenses for legal and investigation, associated with accidents occurring 
across multiple years under the Road Transport (Third-Party Insurance) Act 2008. 

 
 
Aboriginals and Torres Strait Islanders—Ngunnawal Bush Healing Farm 
(Question No 684) 
 
Mr Milligan asked the Minister for Health and Wellbeing, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) What is the role of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Elders in the function of 
the Ngunnawal Bush Healing Farm. 

 
(2) What is the role of the Elders in the day-to-day running of the Farm. 
 
(3) How often will the Elders be on the property. 
 
(4) Which Elders will have this role. 
 
(5) What training do the Elders have to engage with those on the Drug and Alcohol 

Recovery journey. 
 
(6) Will they be required to complete a Working with Vulnerable People check. 
 
(7) Will they receive remuneration for their role; if so, how much. 
 
(8) Will they be under contract for that remuneration. 
 
(9) Who has oversight over the role and function of the Elders working on the property. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

1. I refer the Member to the statement on the Hansard from 12 September 2017: 
 

Clients will participate in yarning circles with local elders and other role models to 
talk about local culture both in the past and in the present. Through these circles elders 
will be able to engage with the clients and reinvigorate local cultural protocols and 
promote healing. 
 

2. The role of the Elders is supporting the clients engaged in the Centre’s programs. The 
day-to-day running of the NBHF is managed by ACT Health staff. 

 
3. Elders as well as other role models and volunteers will be present at the NBHF as 

required by the daily NBHF program. 
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4. ACT Health will engage with a number of Elders and role models depending on the 

specific circumstances. ACT Health is developing a list of suitable role models to call 
upon to fulfill this duty. 

 
5. Elders and other role models will not be delivering Drug or Alcohol Programs. Their 

role is to be appropriate role models to support the re-engagement of NBHF clients 
back into the community and into local Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander culture. 
This role will be supported and supervised by NBHF staff. 

 
6. All volunteers at the NBHF will be required to be compliant with the Working with 

Vulnerable People Act 2011. 
 
7. No. 
 
8. Not applicable. 
 
9. The NBHF Service Manager has responsibility for overseeing all visitors to the NBHF. 

 
 
Aboriginals and Torres Strait Islanders—Ngunnawal Bush Healing Farm 
(Question No 685) 
 
Mr Milligan asked the Minister for Health and Wellbeing, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) Given that the Minister has stated that clients for the Ngunnawal Bush Healing Farm 
will be bused in, where will the buses depart from. 

 
(2) Where will the clients be returned to. 
 
(3) How many buses will there be. 
 
(4) How will clients get to the bus collection point. 
 
(5) What time is it intended that clients will be (a) collected and (b) returned. 
 
(6) What is the expected cost of using buses. 
 
(7) How long is it intended to continue with busing in clients. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

1. Clients will be picked up and returned to a convenient point arranged between the 
Ngunnawal Bush Healing Farm (NBHF) and the client, this could include the client’s 
home. 

 
2. See answer to question 1. 

 
3. The NBHF has a number of vehicles used to transport clients to and from the NBHF 

and for use during for the day.  This includes a 14 seat bus, a five seat dual cab ute, and 
a five seat car. 
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4. See answer to question 1. 

 
5. Clients will be collected between 8:00am and 9:30am and will depart the NBHF at 

4:30pm. 
 

6. Vehicles are leased for the sole use of the NBHF.  The budgeted cost of this leasing 
arrangement is $33,321. 

 
7. This arrangement will continue for the length of any day program at the NBHF. Further, 

it is anticipated the NBHF will have a permanent fleet of vehicles to support the 
transport of clients to and from the NBHF and to various activities around the ACT in 
support of NBHF programs into the future. 

 
 
Aboriginals and Torres Strait Islanders—Ngunnawal Bush Healing Farm 
(Question No 686) 
 
Mr Milligan asked the Minister for Health and Wellbeing, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) In relation to the four providers listed for the Ngunnawal Bush Healing Farm 
programs, what is the nature of the programs to be provided by each. 

 
(2) What is the duration of each of the programs within the 10 week program including 

how many (a) hours a day, (b) days a week for each one and (c) days over the course 
of the 10 weeks. 

 
(3) What is the expected cost for each program. 
 
(4) Will the programs be delivered five or seven days a week, and if only five days, what 

is intended for the other two days. 
 
(5) How will clients be supported. 
 
(6) Who will oversee the delivery of the programs. 
 
(7) How many indigenous employees will be engaged to run each program. 
 
(8) What are the expected outcomes for each program. 
 
(9) How will success be measured for the programs as a whole. 
 
(10) Did the Minister state that a review will be held in 12 months; if so, (a) when will 

this review be held, (b) who will conduct the review and (c) what will the Minister 
be measuring as an indicator of success for the Farm. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

1. I draw the Members attention to my statement in the Hansard of 12 September 2017, 
pages 8 through 12. 
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2. Programs run for 10 weeks. 

a. Hours a day 
i. CIT is contracted for 9 hours per week 
ii. Nutrition Australia is contracted for 3 hours per week 
iii. Alcohol and Drug Service will provide 4 hours per week 
iv. Healthy Country will provide 5 hours per week. 

b. Days a week for each one 
i. CIT will deliver on Monday and Wednesday 
ii. Nutrition Australia will deliver on Monday through Wednesday 
iii. Alcohol and Drug Service will deliver on Tuesday 
iv. Healthy Country will deliver on Thursday 

c. Days over the course of the 10 weeks 
i. See above 

 
3. The costs of the programs (ex GST) are as follows: 

• CIT program development and delivery $68,200 
• Nutrition Australia program development and delivery $46,372.50 

 
The Health Country Program and the Alcohol and Drugs Service relapse prevention 
programs are being delivered at no cost to the NBHF. 

 
4. Programs are delivered Monday through Thursday.  The NBHF is a voluntary program 

and clients are free to engage in other activities outside of program hours. 
 

5. I draw the member’s attention to my statement on the Hansard of 12 September 2017, 
pages 8 through 12. 

 
6. The NBHF Service Manager has responsibility for the day to day oversight of the 

NBHF.  The delivery of programs will be monitored according to the agreements 
between ACT Health and the service providers. 

 
7. The individual service providers are responsible for the engagement of qualified staff to 

deliver their programs.  
 

ACT Health understands a number of staff of the service providers identify as 
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander. Specifically: 

 
a. The CIT program will be taught by two Aboriginal Teachers, supported by an 

additional seven Aboriginal staff and an Aboriginal director. 
b. Healthy Country will be delivered by one Aboriginal staff member. 
c. The Alcohol and Drug Service will include one Aboriginal staff member. 

 
8. I draw the Members attention to my statement on the Hansard of 12 September 2017, 

pages 8 through 12. 
 

9. See answer to question 10. 
 

10. a. I draw the member’s attention to the motion as agreed to by the ACT Legislative 
Assembly on 20 September 2017, Hansard pages 86-87.   

b. It has not yet been determined who will conduct this review. 
c. The specific measures have not yet been determined however the review will 

examine, amongst other things: 
i. the appropriateness and effectiveness of the staffing structure,  
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ii. program implementation and integration;  
iii. client intake and induction procedures;  
iv. client attendance and engagement; 
v. client destination following program completion, including employment 

outcomes; and 
vi. client satisfaction. 

 
 
Bimberi Youth Justice Centre—assaults 
(Question No 687) 
 
Mrs Kikkert asked the Minister for Disability, Children and Youth, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

Of the eight young people who were assaulted by other Bimberi Youth Justice Centre 
detainees in 2015-16, for how many of them was this their first experience of being a 
victim of assault ever, as opposed to their first experience of being a victim of assault in 
custody, as questioned previously on 1 August 2017. 

 
Ms Stephen-Smith: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

Data on assaults on young people are only kept for young people who are in detention. 
While Child and Youth Protection Services seeks to understand the circumstances of 
individual young people when they are inducted into Bimberi, this does not usually 
involve specifically recording whether a young person has ever been assaulted.  

 
 
Community services—Youth Advisory Council 
(Question No 689) 
 
Mrs Kikkert asked the Minister for Community Services and Social Inclusion, upon 
notice, on 22 September 2017: 
 

(1) On what dates did the Youth Advisory Council meet with the Minister for Community 
Services and Social Inclusion during the period (a) 1 January 2014 to 25 October 2016 
and (b) 26 October 2016 to present. 

 
(2) What date was the Youth Advisory Council first established. 
 
(3) On average, how often does the Youth Advisory Council meet with the Minister, since 

date of establishment. 
 
Ms Stephen-Smith: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1a) The Youth Advisory Council sits within the portfolio of the Minister with 
responsibility for youth. The previous Minister for Multicultural and Youth Affairs 
met with the Youth Advisory Council on 20 July 2016 and 20 August 2016. The 
Youth Advisory Council did not meet with then Ministers in 2014 and 2015. 

 
(1b) The Minister for Disability, Children and Youth has met with the Youth Advisory 

Council on 6 December 2016. The Minister subsequently met with the Co-chairs of 
the Council on 27 July 2017 and 28 September 2017. 
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(2) The Youth Advisory Council was first established in 2000. 

 
(3) Under the current Youth Advisory Council Terms of Reference, which were amended 

in 2015, the Youth Advisory Council meets with the Minister as follows: 
• Co-chairs meet quarterly with the Minister; 
• Meetings between the Minister and Co-chairs also occur at the Minister’s request; 

and 
• Attendance of the Minister at Council meetings is on an ‘ad-hoc’ basis. 

 
 
Same-sex marriage—rainbow flags 
(Question No 690) 
 
Mrs Kikkert asked the Chief Minister, upon notice, on 22 September 2017: 
 

(1) In relation to the rainbow flags displayed in 2017 along Commonwealth Avenue, 
Vernon Circle, City Walk and Garema Place, what dates were the flags displayed at 
(a) Commonwealth Avenue, (b) Vernon Circle, (c) City Walk and (d) Garema Place. 

 
(2) How many flags were displayed at (a) Commonwealth Avenue, (b) Vernon Circle, (c) 

City Walk and (d) Garema Place. 
 
(3) How many flags are currently on public display and where are they located. 
 
(4) How long are they intended to be displayed. 
 
(5) What was the cost of the (a) design of each flag, (b) making of each flag and (c) 

placement of flags. 
 
(6) What other costs were incurred in displaying the flags. 
 
(7) What was the total cost of displaying all flags (including design, making, 

administrative processing and any other incurring costs) to date this year. 
 
Mr Barr: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1a) 13 February 2017 – 24 February 2017 
(1b) 13 February 2017 – 24 February 2017 
(1c) 13 February 2017 – 24 February 2017; 11 August 2017 – 14 September 2017 
(1d) 13 February 2017 – 24 February 2017; 11 August 2017 – 14 September 2017 

 
(2a) 32 
(2b) 8 
(2c) 8 
(2d) 5 
 
(3) As at 4 October 2017, there are no rainbow flags on display on ACT Government 

flagpoles. 
 

(4) N/A 
 

(5a) No costs were incurred for the design of the rainbow flag. 



Legislative Assembly for the ACT  2 November 2017 

5019 

(5b) $3,836.80 including GST.  
(5c) $2,421.52 including GST. 

 
(6) No other costs were incurred. 
 
(7) $6,258.32 including GST. 

 
 
City Renewal Authority—land acquisition 
(Question No 691) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Chief Minister, upon notice, on 22 September 2017: 
 

(1) What land acquisition thresholds and procedures were in place at 1 July 2017 at the 
City Renewal Authority (CRA). 

 
(2) What land acquisition thresholds and procedures are currently in place at the CRA. 
 
(3) If thresholds or procedures differ from parts (1) and (2), can the Minister provide the 

date the additional or altered thresholds or procedures were implemented. 
 
(4) Has the CRA begun the process of acquiring land or property since 1 July 2017; if so, 

can the Minister provide the total number and when the process began. 
 
(5) Are there any land acquisitions currently underway or in progress at the CRA; if so, 

can the Minister provide the total number of potential acquisitions broken down by 
suburb. 

 
(6) Has the CRA finalised any land acquisitions since 1 July 2017; if so, can the Minister 

provide the total number and the location of the acquisitions. 
 
Mr Barr: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) & (2) The City Renewal Authority (CRA) was created on 1 July 2017 and land 
acquisition thresholds and procedures are being developed. A land acquisition 
Direction for the CRA is being prepared in accordance with the City Renewal 
Authority and Suburban Land Agency Act 2017. 

 
(3) See response to (1) and (2) above. 
 
(4) No. 
 
(5) No. 

 
 
Same-sex marriage—campaign funds 
(Question Nos 692-699) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Chief Minister, upon notice on 22 September 2017: 
 

(1) What is the total number of complaints received by each Directorate and each 
Government agency for which the Minister is responsible in 2017 to date regarding 
the use of taxpayer funds to promote same sex marriage. 
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(2) Did any Directorate or Government agency for which the Minister is responsible seek 

or receive advice from any independent parties or consult with organisations on the 
use of taxpayer funds to promote same sex marriage prior to 17 August 2017; if so, 
can the Minister identify the parties that provided advice or were consulted, and 
whether they were financially reimbursed. 

 
(3) Did any Directorate or Government agency for which the Minister is responsible seek 

or receive advice from any independent parties or consult with organisations on the 
use of taxpayer funds to promote same sex marriage after to 17 August 2017; if so, 
can the Minister identify the parties that provided advice or were consulted, and 
whether they were financially reimbursed. 

 
Mr Barr: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) One via Access Canberra. 
 
(2) No. 
 
(3) No. 

 
 
Government—FOI requests 
(Question Nos 700-728) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017 (redirected to the Acting Chief Minister): 
 

(1) What is the total number of Freedom of Information (FOI) requests received by each 
Directorate and each Government agency for which the Minister is responsible during 
(a) 2016-17 and (b) 2017-18 to date. 

 
(2) How many FOI requests were answered after the 30 day timeframe expired by each 

Directorate and each Government agency for which the Minister is responsible during 
(a) 2016-17 and (b) 2017-18 to date. 

 
(3) What was the total number of days on average it took for an FOI request to be 

completed by each Directorate and each Government agency for which the Minister is 
responsible in 2016-17. 

 
(4) What is the total number of staff by full-time equivalent and headcount assigned to 

handling FOI requests for each Directorate and each Government agency for which 
the Minister is responsible, during (a) 2016-17 and (b) 2017-18 to date. 

 
(5) What is the breakdown, by ACT public service classification type, of the number of 

staff currently assigned to handling FOI requests for each Directorate and each 
Government agency for which the Minister is responsible. 

 
(6) Are there any efforts underway to recruit additional staff to handle FOI requests or 

otherwise increase FOI capabilities for each Directorate and each Government agency 
for which the Minister is responsible.  
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(7) If the answer to part (6) is yes, can the Minister identify (a) the Directorate or 

Government agency recruiting, (b) the number of positions by ACT public service 
classification type, (c) the reason for the vacancy and (d) when the position is 
expected to be filled. 

 
Ms Berry: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

ACT Policing  
Freedom of information requests for information relating to ACT Policing are processed 
by the Australian Federal Police Freedom of Information team under the Freedom of 
Information Act 1982 (Cth), along with other freedom of information requests made to the 
AFP. 
 
The processing of freedom of information requests for information relating to ACT 
Policing is not the responsibility of an ACT Government agency or Directorate. 
 
The AFP reports to the Commonwealth Information Commissioner on the number of 
requests received and how long the AFP has taken to process those requests.  This 
information is collated in the Office of the Australian Information Commissioner Annual 
Report and can also be accessed on the Australian Government website, data.gov.au.  The 
data relates to AFP wide freedom of information requests and may not be specific to ACT 
Policing. 
 
Freedom of information services provided by the AFP are one of the indirect or ‘enabling’ 
services encapsulated under section 2.2 of the ACT Policing arrangement.  The resourcing 
of freedom of information requests made to the AFP is a matter for the AFP and the 
responsible Commonwealth minister, being the Minister for Justice. 

 
(1) 

(a) This information can be found in the Justice and Community Safety (JACS) 
2016-17 Annual Report for the: 

• Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate 
(CMTEDD) 

• Education Directorate (EDD) 
• Health Directorate (HD) 
• Justice and Community Safety Directorate (JACS) 
• Environment Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate (EPSD) 
• Community Services Directorate (CSD) 
• Transport Canberra and City Services (TCCS) 
• ACT Insurance Agency (ACTIA)  
• Public Sector Standards Commissioner (PSSC) 

 
Agency Number of requests 
Department of Public Prosecutions 2 
CIT  0 
Icon Water  2 
Long Services Leave Authority 0 
Cultural Facilities Corporation 0 
ICRC 0 
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(b) 2017-18 to date of Notice Paper: 
 

Agency Number of requests 
CMTEDD 65 
Education 12 
Health 12 
JACS 16 
EPSD 25 
CSD 38 
TCCS 25 
ACTIA 1 
PSSC 0 
DPP 0 
CIT 2 
Icon Water  3 
Long Service Leave Authority 0 
Cultural Facilities Corporation 0 
ICRC  0 

 
(2) 

(a) This information can be found in the Justice and Community Safety (JACS) 
2016-17 Annual Report for the: 

• Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate 
(CMTEDD) 

• Education Directorate (EDD) 
• Health Directorate (HD) 
• Justice and Community Safety Directorate (JACS) 
• Environment Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate (EPSD) 
• Community Services Directorate (CSD) 
• Transport Canberra and City Services (TCCS) 
• ACT Insurance Agency (ACTIA)  
• Public Sector Standards Commissioner (PSSC) 

 
Agency Answered after 30 days 
Department of Public Prosecutions 0 
CIT  0 
Icon Water  0 
Long Service Leave Authority 0 
Cultural Facilities Corporation 0 
ICRC 0 

 
(b) 2017-18 to date of Notice Paper: 
 

Agency Number of requests 
CMTEDD 6 
Education 0 
Health 1 
JACS 1 
EPSD 20 
Community Services Directorate  14 
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Agency Number of requests 
TCCS 15 
ACTIA 0 
PSSC 0 
DPP 0 
CIT 0 
Icon Water  0 
Cultural Facilities Corporation 0 
Long Service Leave Authority 0 
ICRC 0 

 
(3) 

This information can be found in the Justice and Community Safety (JACS) 2016-17 
Annual Report for the: 

• Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate 
(CMTEDD) 

• Education Directorate (EDD) 
• Health Directorate (HD) 
• Justice and Community Safety Directorate (JACS) 
• Environment Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate (EPSD) 
• Community Services Directorate (CSD) 
• Transport Canberra and City Services (TCCS) 
• ACT Insurance Agency (ACTIA)  
• Public Sector Standards Commissioner (PSSC) 

 
Agency Average time (days) 

Department of Public Prosecutions 14 
CIT  30 
Icon Water  23 
Long Service Leave Authority Not applicable 
Cultural Facilities Corporation Not applicable 
ICRC Not applicable  

 
(4) 

Agency (a) (b) 
CMTEDD The information requested in questions four and five is 

not captured centrally by CMTEDD. FOI requests to 
CMTEDD are managed through a devolved processing 
model where responsibility for responding to requests 
rests with action officers and decision makers in 
individual business areas, determined by the subject 
matter of each FOI request. The number and 
classification of staff working on FOI requests varies 
according to the volume and distribution of FOI 
requests.  
 
They are supported by three FOI coordination staff at 
administrative services officer classification. 
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Agency (a) (b) 
Education As at 1 July 2016 

FTE -  0.8 
Headcount - 1.0 
 
As at 30 June 2017 
FTE -  1.0 
Headcount - 1.0 

FTE - 2.0 
Headcount 2.0 (as at 
22 September 2017) 
 
 

Health ACT Health had one fulltime staff member handling 
FOI requests during 2016-17. 
 
In September 2017 there was the temporary 
appointment of an additional fulltime FOI officer to 
handle FOI requests. 

JACS On average the FTE across the JACS directorate 
assigned to handling FOI requests is between 0.77 and 
1.0 over the two financial years, noting that this 
commitment may change depending upon the number 
of FOI requests received at any given time.  
 
Over the two years, the headcount sits at around 6 but 
this number may vary, as areas that do not typically 
receive FOI requests may be required action a request 
due the specialised subject matter of the request. 

EPSD FTE 1 
Headcount 1.5 

FTE 1 
Headcount 1.5 

Community Services 
Directorate  

4 full-time equivalent 6 full-time equivalent 

TCCS FTE – 1.8 
Headcount - 3 

FTE – 1.8 
Headcount - 3 

ACTIA See CMTEDD 

PSSC See CMTEDD 

DPP On average the FTE for the Department of Public 
Prosecutions (DPP) is 0.01 assigned to handling FOI 
requests.  

CIT 0.1 0.1 

Icon water  0.1 FTE/headcount was 
assigned to handling FOI 
requests. 

An estimated 0.3 
FTE/headcount is assigned 
to handling FOI requests. 

Cultural Facilities 
Corporation 

No staff are assigned to handling FOI requests on a 
continuing basis.  Staff would handle FOI requests as 
the need arises 

Long Services Leave 
Authority 

Not applicable 
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Agency (a) (b) 
ICRC A SOGA Senior Manager is assigned as the FOI 

Coordinator should an FOI matter arise, however as 
there were no matters during 2016-17 and 2017-18 to 
date the SOGA accrued zero hours in relation to 
handling FOI requests. 

 
(5) 

Agency Classification Type  
CMTEDD See response to Question 4 

Education 1 x SOGB (permanent) 
1 x ASO6 (temporary) 

Health ACT public service classification for the staff managing 
FOI matters is one Senior Officer Grade C and one 
Administrative Services Officer 6. 

JACS Noting the above, Justice and Community Safety 
Directorate has the following: 
SOG A - 0.02 
SOG C  - 0.50 
ASO 6 (Several)* - 0.25 
*ESA and ACTCS 

EPSD One Administrative Services Officer 6 and one Senior 
Officer Grade B. 

Community Services 
Directorate  

3 x SOG C 
3 x ASO 6 

TCCS SOG A (0.2 FTE) 
ASO6 (1.0 FTE) 
ASO2 (0.6 FTE) 

ACTIA See response to Question 4 

PSSC See response to Question 4 

DPP ASO 6 - 0.01 

CIT SOGB 

Icon Water  This is not applicable (N/A).  As a Territory-owned 
corporation, Icon Water does not utilise APS 
classifications. 

Cultural Facilities 
Corporation 

Not applicable 

Long Service Leave 
Authority 

Not applicable  

ICRC A SOGA Senior Manager is assigned as the FOI 
Coordinator. Should an FOI request be received an 
ASO5-6 regulatory officer is also available to assist in 
handling the request/s. 

 



2 November 2017  Legislative Assembly for the ACT 

5026 

(6) There are currently no recruitment processes underway .Recruitment to handle FOI 
functions is undertaken on an as needs basis.  

 
(7) Not applicable. 

 
 
Insurance—third-party 
(Question No 729) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Treasurer, upon notice, on 22 September 2017 (redirected to the 
Acting Treasurer): 
 

(1) Can the Treasurer provide an explanation why (a) claimants under the current 
compulsory third party (CTP) insurance scheme, (b) personal injury lawyers, (c) CTP 
insurance company employees and (d) public servants who deal in personal injury 
compensation, have been excluded from sitting on the citizens’ jury reforming the 
CTP insurance scheme: 

 
(2) How many people did the Government estimate would register to be part of the jury 

out of the 6 000 households included in the mail out. 
 
(3) Was there a minimum number of registrations required for the citizens’ jury to go 

ahead; if so, what was the minimum number. 
 
(4) Given that The Canberra Times reported on 22 August 2017 that the company running 

the jury, DemocracyCo, required a minimum of 300 registrations, when did 
DemocracyCo inform the Government of that requirement 

 
(5) When did the Government realise they would not meet this minimum requirement. 
 
(6) Is the Government considering a further mail out or other recruiting measures to boost 

registration; if so, what form will the recruiting measures take, and will the same 
exclusions apply as per the original mail out. 

 
(7) Is the Government considering extending the consultation process to capture more 

views in light of the small number of registrations; if so, what date will the 
consultation process be extended to. 

 
(8) How will the citizens’ jury be selected from the limited pool available. 
 
(9) Will the debate process and oral evidence be captured as part of a live stream, or 

otherwise uploaded by the Government. 
 
(10) What entities, organisations, or people have been approached or requested to provide 

evidence to the citizens’ jury. 
 
(11) What entities, organisations, or people have been invited to be part of the Stakeholder 

Reference Group. 
 

(12) Are there aspects of the CTP model or scheme that the citizens’ jury is not being 
asked to comment on or propose changes to; if so, can the Treasurer identify the 
aspects and why the citizens’ jury cannot comment or propose changes; if not, why 
not. 
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Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) It is important that the jury’s deliberations are balanced and not unfairly influenced in 
any direction by people with a particular stake in the CTP scheme.  For this reason, 
people who receive an income from the CTP system, such as a personal injury lawyer, 
a CTP insurance company employee or a person who works for government in 
personal injury compensation, or anyone in their households, will not be eligible to be 
on the jury.  These professions will be represented within the Stakeholder Reference 
Group.  

 
People who are currently in the process of having a CTP claim considered and their 
household members will also be unable to participate on the jury.  People who have 
been injured in a motor vehicle accident will be put forward to the jury as witnesses. 

 
(2) The Government did not estimate how many people would register to be part of the 

jury.  democracyCo managed the jury recruitment process, and estimated that over 
300 registrations would be received, based on citizens’ jury processes in other 
jurisdictions. 

 
(3) No minimum number of registrations was specified. 
 
(4) There was no minimum registration requirement. 
 
(5) There was no minimum registration requirement. 
 
(6) An additional recruitment process to establish the citizens’ jury on CTP insurance was 

undertaken to ensure the jury best reflects the Canberra community.  The 
additional recruitment sought Canberrans from outer suburbs to register to 
participate on the jury.  Invitations were sent out via the Vote Compass platform. 

 
(7) No.  
 
(8) A group of 56 jurors has been selected by experienced facilitators democracyCo, 

from a random sample of Canberrans contacted through Australia Post and Vote 
Compass.  The individual jury members represent the diversity of the Canberra 
community, ensuring a broad range of perspectives and views will be included. 

 
(9) The Government is planning to live stream parts of the jury process where this is 

practicable, and these videos will also be available on the website for viewing 
later (https://yoursay.act.gov.au/ctp). 

 
(10) This is currently under consideration by the Stakeholder Reference Group. 
 
(11) The Stakeholder Reference Group is made up of people from organisations with 

expertise or special interest in CTP: 
Law Society of the ACT 
ACT Bar Association 
Insurance Australia Group (ACT CTP insurer) 
Suncorp (ACT CTP insurer) 
Health Care Consumers Association 
John Walsh Centre for Rehabilitation Research, University of Sydney 
Finity (Insurance scheme design expert) 
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Ernst and Young (Actuary) 
CTP Regulator 
Justice and Community Safety Directorate 

 
(12) The Government will ask the citizens’ jury to recommend priorities for an improved 

CTP scheme.  Some limits have been established for the jury’s deliberations.  These 
limits are outlined in the FAQs about the citizens’ jury at 
https://yoursay.act.gov.au/ctp. 

 
 
Insurance—third-party 
(Question No 730) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Treasurer, upon notice, on 22 September 2017 (redirected to the 
Acting Treasurer): 
 

(1) What was the total number of vehicles registered in the Territory at (a) 30 June 2015, 
(b) 30 June 2016 and (c) 30 June 2017. 

 
(2) What is the total number of vehicles, including motorcycles, currently registered in the 

ACT. 
 
(3) What is the breakdown by vehicle type of the total number of vehicles currently 

registered in the ACT. 
 
(4) What effect has the ceasing of insurance reporting requirements, such as reporting 

premiums and value of claims, had on the (a) cost of compulsory third party (CTP) 
insurance for consumers and (b) provision of CTP coverage by insurers. 

 
(5) Can the Treasurer list any additional fees and levies, and the rates of those fees and 

levies, payable by motorists when registering a vehicle in the ACT. 
 
(6) What is the amount which has been received in payment of the additional fees and 

levies referred to in part (5), during (a) 2016-17 and (b) 2017-18 to date. 
 
(7) What is the breakdown of the total amount paid out under CTP in (a) 2016-17 and (b) 

2017-18 under the categories of (i) treatment and care costs, (ii) general damages, (iii) 
economic loss and (iv) legal costs. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) (a)  276,677  (b)  280,815  (c)  286,808 
 

(2) 290,365 (at 2 September 2017). 
 

(3) 
Bus or Demand Responsive Service Vehicle Seating 519 
Taxi 314 
Motorcycle engine capacity over 300cc but not over 600cc 1,164 
Goods vehicles over 4500kg GVM 1,708 
Mobile Crane 20 
Ambulance 38 
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Break Down Vehicle 4 
Fire Fighting 61 
Vintage 135 
Police Vehicle 213 
Undertaker's 4 
Rideshare Vehicle 1,379 
Private Hire Car 55 
Primary Producer Tractor 1 
Electrically Powered Motorcycle 1 
Historic 976 
Passenger Vehicle 240,457 
Miscellaneous 456 
Goods vehicles up to 4500kg GVM 32,587 
Motorcycle engine capacity not over 300cc 3,611 
Veteran 47 
Drive Yourself Vehicle 815 
Bus or Demand Responsive Service Vehicle Seating 35 
Motorcycle engine capacity over 600cc 5,765 

 
(4) Cessation of reporting may have reduced some minor administrative costs of insurers, 

given the ACT was the only Australian jurisdiction to collect and report on the data.  
There have been no changes to CTP coverage, as provided for by the Road Transport 
(Third-Party Insurance) Act 2008 arising from the abolition of the reporting 
obligation. 

 
(5) and (6) 

 

Fee/Levy/Surcharge 
Current fee at 
27/09/2017 

$ 

Total  
2016-17 

$’000 

2017-18 YTD (up to and 
including 26/09/2017)  

$’000 
Lifetime Care and Support Levy $35.00 $10,052 $2,509 
Veteran Vehicles and Heritage Lifetime 
Care and Support Levy (fee for these 
vehicles only) 

$7.00 $8 $2 

Road Safety Contribution $2.50 $721 $180 
CTP Regulator Levy $1.00 $511 $127 
Original registration surcharge for motor 
vehicle 

$89.90 $3,358 $794 

Re-registration surcharge for vehicle $45.90 $270 $68 
ACT Registration Road Rescue fee $25.90 $4,925 $1,252 
Late transfer fee $105.50 $530 $127 
Registration transfer fee  $39.40 $1,431 $356 
Short term registration surcharge $10.00 $2,956 $733 
Stamp Duty – based on market value or 
purchase price 

  $30,723 $7,445 

 
(7) 2016-17 Total payments finalised by heads of damages:  

(i) Treatment and care costs, including past and future: $29 million. 
(ii) General damages: $30 million. 
(iii) Economic loss: $21 million. 
(iv) Legal costs (defendant legal, investigation costs and plaintiff legal, excluding 
solicitor/client fees): $28 million. 
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2017-18 – The CTP Regulator receives quarterly payment data from insurers, and the 
first quarter payment data of 2017 18 is not yet due from insurers.  

 
 
Housing—rates 
(Question No 733) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Treasurer, upon notice, on 22 September 2017: 
 

(1) What is the total revenue captured through rates, excluding levies, in each suburb 
during 2016-17, broken down by (a) houses, (b) units and (c) commercial properties. 

 
(2) What is the total number of rate payers in each suburb in 2016-17, broken down by (a) 

houses, (b) units and (c) commercial properties. 
 
(3) What is the total revenue captured through land tax in each suburb during 2016-17, 

broken down by (a) houses, (b) units and (c) commercial properties. 
 
(4) What is the total number of land tax payers in each suburb in 2016-17, broken down 

by (a) houses, (b) units and (c) commercial properties. 
 

(5) What is the total revenue captured through rates, excluding levies, in each suburb 
during 2017-18, broken down by (a) houses, (b) units and (c) commercial properties. 

 
(6) What is the total number of rate payers in each suburb in 2017-18, broken down by (a) 

houses, (b) units and (c) commercial properties. 
 
(7) What is the total revenue captured through land tax in each suburb during 2017-18, 

broken down by (a) houses, (b) units and (c) commercial properties. 
 
(8) What is the total number of land tax payers in each suburb in 2017-18, broken down 

by (a) houses, (b) units and (c) commercial properties. 
 
Mr Barr: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

All questions are answered where there is sufficient information to ensure the privacy of 
taxpayers.  

 
As noted in response to Question on Notice 319 of 6 July 2017, the rates IT system will 
only produce the number of rateable properties on the day the query is raised – historical 
numbers are not available unless previously recorded.  
 
The estimated number of rateable properties in March is provided, as this data is used in 
preparing the budget for the following year. This estimated number of properties has been 
rounded to the nearest five. 
 
General Rates: (1), (2), (5), and (6) Estimated revenue from rates and rateable properties 

by suburb for 2016 17 and 2017-18 is at Table 1 (Attachment A). 
 
Land Tax: (3), (4), (7), and (8) Estimated revenue from land tax and land tax properties 

by suburb for 2016-17 and 2017-18 is at Table 2 (Attachment B). Note land tax does 
not apply to commercial properties. 
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(Copies of the attachments are available at the Chamber Support Office). 

 
 
Insurance—third-party 
(Question No 735) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Treasurer, upon notice, on 22 September 2017 (redirected to the 
Acting Treasurer): 
 

(1) What is the total amount paid for compulsory third party (CTP) insurance for all lease 
vehicles in the ACT fleet during (a) 2015-16, (b) 2016-17 and (c) 2017-18 to date. 

 
(2) How many lease vehicles were in the ACT fleet during (a) 2015-16, (b) 2016-17 and 

(c) 2017-18 to date. 
 
(3) What is the breakdown of the total number of Territory owned motor vehicles that are 

self-insured by the Territory by vehicle type. 
 
(4) How much has the Territory paid, through the self-insurance model, in claims under 

CTP during (a) 2015-16, (b) 2016-17 and (c) 2017-18 to date. 
 
(5) How much has the Territory paid, through private insurance model, in claims under 

CTP during (a) 2015-16, (b) 2016-17 and (c) 2017-18 to date. 
 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) The total amount paid for compulsory third party (CTP) insurance for all lease 
vehicles in the ACT fleet is as follows: 

 
Period  CTP Prem (incl GST) + ND Levy 
2015-16 $757,723.67 
2016-17 $900,747.40 
2017-18 to date (July 17 only) $98,962.00 
Total $1,757,433.07 

 
(2) The volume of lease vehicles in the ACT fleet is as follows: 

 
Period  Fleet Size Leased Contracts 
2014-15 (as of 1st July 2015) 1406 1278 
2015-16 (as of 1st July 2016) 1361 1250 
2016-17 (as of 1st July 2017) 1350 1248 
2017-18 to date (as of 1st October 2017) 1349 1243 

 
(3) All Territory-owned busses, fire fighting vehicles and ambulances are self-insured by 

the Territory, together with a small number of special, non-standard vehicles. Exact 
numbers of different vehicle types are not recorded by ACTIA, but the replacement 
value of the different categories of self-insured vehicles is as follows:  

 
Busses $136,412,487  
Emergency services vehicles $51,536,283  
Other special vehicles $3,276,934 
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(4) The total amounts paid by the Territory, through the self-insurance model, for CTP 

claims, including defence costs and net of recoveries, is as follows: 
 

2015-16 $1,314,307.56 
2016-17 $1,372,765.88 
2017-18 to date $792,863.25 

 
(5) The Territory does not pay claims for vehicles that are leased by the Territory that 

have a CTP policy issued by a private CTP insurer. The selected private CTP insurer 
manages claims, including payments, for a motor vehicle accident involving a 
Territory leased vehicle. SG Fleet selects NRMA as the CTP insurer.  

 
 
Education—student performance 
(Question No 736) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Education and Early Childhood Development, upon 
notice, on 22 September 2017: 
 

(1) Given that in the 2017-18 Budget, Strategic Objective 1 (Quality Learning) has four 
strategic indicators using mean NAPLAN achievement data for reading and numeracy, 
that all four indicators show actual results were below target results and the Auditor-
General’s recent report on Performance Information in ACT Public Schools 
concluded that, ‘…for all NAPLAN tests across all year levels the majority of ACT 
public schools’ NAPLAN results are lower than similar schools in Australia’, has the 
Directorate considered presenting this comparative information as a strategic indicator 
in its annual Budget Statement; if so, can the Minister outline why it was rejected; if 
not, why not. 

 
(2) Can the Minister outline how the Education Directorate monitors the performance of 

schools in other jurisdictions, and include (a) what data is collected, (b) how the data 
is collected, (c) what that data is used for and (d) how long the data is stored. 

 
(3) Will the Education Directorate release the collated data provided to the 

Auditor-General; if so, (a) when it will be released, (b) where it will be published and 
(c) will the Education Directorate continue to publish the data; if not, why not. 

 
(4) Can the Minister provide a copy of the data provided by the Education Directorate and 

used for figures 2.2 to 2.15 in the Auditor General’s report on Performance 
Information in ACT Public Schools. 

 
Ms Berry: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

1. The 2017-2018 Budget strategic indicators were established by the 2014-2017 
Education Strategic Plan. I have not yet made a decision about future strategic 
indicators. 

 
Mean NAPLAN scores, as an indicator of point in time educational attainment, are a 
narrow and potentially inadequate indicator of school and teaching performance 
particularly where key objectives of school education include teaching that facilitates 
year on year learning gain. 
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2. It is not practicable to routinely monitor the performance of individual comparable 

schools in other jurisdictions because required data is not available or not readily 
available. At a jurisdiction level, the Education Directorate monitors NAPLAN 
outcomes in other jurisdictions through access to regular reports provided by ACARA 
and through access to publically available NAPLAN data on My School. 

a. Data collected are NAPLAN data on each of the five NAPLAN domains. 
b. Data are collected by the Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting 

Authority (ACARA). 
c. Jurisdiction level comparison is used to inform the ACT Government of relative 

progress of jurisdictions. 
d. ACARA stores the data indefinitely. 

 
3. The Education Directorate has released all data provided to the Auditor-General that 

can be released and that was not subject to contractual and privacy restrictions where 
other jurisdictions were concerned. 

 
4. The information used by the Auditor General for the Auditor General’s report on 

performance information in ACT Public Schools for each of the figures between 2.2 
and 2.4 are available from the Directorate’s Annual Report. The information used by 
the Auditor General for each of the figures between 2.5 and 2.15 are publically 
available from ACARA through the My School website. 

 
 
Suburban Land Agency—land acquisition 
(Question Nos 737 and 738) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Urban Renewal, upon notice, on 22 September 2017 (redirected to 
the Minister for Housing and Suburban Development): 
 

(1) What land acquisition thresholds and procedures (a) were in place at 1 July 2017 and 
(b) are currently in place, at the Suburban Land Agency (SLA). 

 
(2) If thresholds or procedures differ from part (1), what was the date the additional or 

altered thresholds or procedures were implemented. 
 
(3) Has the SLA begun the process of acquiring land or property since 1 July 2017; if so, 

what is the total number and when did the process begin. 
 
(4) Are there any land acquisitions currently underway or in progress at the SLA; if so, 

what is the total number of potential acquisitions broken down by suburb. 
 
(5) Has the SLA finalised any land acquisitions since 1 July 2017; if so, what is the total 

number and the location of the acquisitions. 
 
Ms Berry: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) (a) and (b) The Suburban Land Agency (SLA) was created on 1 July 2017 and land 
acquisition procedures are being developed. A land acquisition Direction for the SLA 
is being prepared in accordance with the City Renewal Authority and Suburban Land 
Agency Act 2017 and is expected to be tabled in the Legislative Assembly during the 
October or November sittings. 
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(2) See response to 1 (a) and (b).  
 
(3) The SLA has not begun any new processes for the acquisition of land since 1 July 

2017. 
 
(4) Prior to 1 July 2017 the former Land Development Agency Board had approved the 

exchange of contracts for the purchase of two parcels of land in the District of 
Belconnen in accordance with the Planning and Development (Land Acquisition 
Policy Framework) Direction 2014 (No 1). Settlement of the two parcels will be 
completed during 2017-18.  

 
(5) Prior to 1 July 2017 the former Land Development Agency Board had approved 

entering into a contract for the purchase of a property in the District of Belconnen in 
accordance with the Planning and Development (Land Acquisition Policy Framework) 
Direction 2014 (No 1), which was settled on 31 July 2017. 

 
 
Waste—container deposit scheme 
(Question No 739) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) What proportion of containers that are proposed to be covered by the ACT’s Container 
Deposit Scheme are currently recycled in Canberra. 

 
(2) What is the number of containers that are proposed to be covered by the ACT’s 

Container Deposit Scheme that are sold in Canberra each year. 
 
(3) What is the number of containers that are proposed to be covered by the ACT’s 

Container Deposit Scheme that are expected to be recycled following implementation 
of the scheme. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 

 
(1) All of the eligible containers that enter the yellow-lidded kerbside bins are currently 

recycled at the Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) at Hume.  Additionally, eligible 
containers disposed of in recycling bins in public spaces are also directed to the MRF 
for recycling. 

 
(2) Approximately 120 million eligible containers are estimated to be sold in the Territory 

each year. 
 
(3) The aim of the ACT’s Container Deposit Scheme is to recover up to 80% of all 

eligible containers entering the litter stream. This is in line with figures currently 
forecast by the NSW Scheme and achieved by the South Australian Scheme. 

 
 
ACTION bus service—patronage 
(Question No 740) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
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(1) What is the total patronage for each Transport Canberra bus route in (a) 2016-17 and 

(b) 2017-18 to date. 
 
(2) For the top ten services with the most patronage in part (1), have any of the services 

been altered or changed in any way in the upcoming October 2017 bus network 
update; if so, can the Minister outline how each route has been altered or changed. 

 
(3) For the top ten services with the lowest patronage in part, have any of the services 

been altered or changed in any way in the upcoming October 2017 bus network 
update; if so, can the Minister outline how each route has been altered or changed. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Total patronage for each Transport Canberra bus route in (a) 2016-17 and (b) 2017-18 
to date are as follows (excluding school services and Christmas Day services): 

 
Route 2016-17 2017-18 Total 

200 953,133 250,091 1,203,224 
313 872,457 235,019 1,107,476 
343 870,047 233,915 1,103,962 
300 684,102 169,702 853,804 
2 574,915 146,637 721,552 
900 545,304 152,714 698,018 
3 545,299 152,209 697,508 
40 381,948 98,983 480,931 
5 361,155 93,845 455,000 
314 356,317 96,683 453,000 
319 352,578 93,166 445,744 
39 349,123 89,965 439,088 
315 339,936 87,532 427,468 
7 329,873 89,626 419,499 
318 331,108 86,030 417,138 
4 323,671 82,383 406,054 
1 309,833 81,512 391,345 
30 265,663 68,632 334,295 
250 260,130 69,223 329,353 
316 212,207 71,555 283,762 
56 220,700 56,366 277,066 
251 217,075 57,375 274,450 
31 200,981 59,106 260,087 
255 196,761 54,700 251,461 
252 194,215 50,075 244,290 
58 175,911 46,257 222,168 
57 176,769 43,588 220,357 
17 172,937 44,947 217,884 
950 166,961 44,695 211,656 
65 165,039 42,513 207,552 
51 157,179 41,558 198,737 
80 146,179 41,559 187,738 
71 148,666 37,861 186,527 
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Route 2016-17 2017-18 Total 

259 138,445 34,025 172,470 
171 123,371 31,887 155,258 
67 119,737 31,357 151,094 
254 112,294 38,501 150,795 
27 119,913 30,189 150,102 
52 111,930 31,034 142,964 
12 112,359 27,120 139,479 
25 109,126 26,014 135,140 
66 103,185 27,708 130,893 
54 103,518 26,432 129,950 
62 101,942 27,943 129,885 
26 99,701 25,968 125,669 
64 101,810 23,540 125,350 
44 97,408 24,415 121,823 
101 93,115 28,415 121,530 
60 93,613 24,479 118,092 
8 91,556 24,695 116,251 
980 87,947 24,649 112,596 
61 87,274 20,997 108,271 
743 82,007 22,794 104,801 
16 83,686 20,266 103,952 
10 80,525 22,279 102,804 
932 77,691 22,084 99,775 
934 76,913 21,444 98,357 
14 76,307 20,006 96,313 
163 75,414 18,966 94,380 
15 75,179 18,974 94,153 
55 73,137 20,223 93,360 
83 71,566 19,580 91,146 
11 63,172 27,301 90,473 
182 62,353 27,256 89,609 
19 65,477 17,198 82,675 
938 64,074 16,937 81,011 
9 60,305 15,813 76,118 
744 55,665 16,513 72,178 
23 55,489 13,618 69,107 
712 50,804 14,133 64,937 
63 50,487 12,326 62,813 
24 49,258 12,871 62,129 
958 47,904 12,610 60,514 
18 47,944 12,443 60,387 
956 47,685 12,003 59,688 
21 46,523 11,985 58,508 
792 46,105 11,232 57,337 
22 42,932 11,851 54,783 
705 41,757 10,489 52,246 
791 40,924 10,132 51,056 
714 40,323 10,550 50,873 
59 39,930 10,868 50,798 
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Route 2016-17 2017-18 Total 

939 39,081 10,508 49,589 
719 37,779 9,786 47,565 
717 37,368 9,420 46,788 
720 35,563 9,789 45,352 
940 35,040 9,350 44,390 
935 35,020 8,941 43,961 
954 33,937 9,840 43,777 
765 33,974 8,895 42,869 
905 32,394 8,792 41,186 
951 31,216 8,685 39,901 
718 31,538 8,060 39,598 
937 30,487 8,223 38,710 
732 29,778 7,995 37,773 
952 29,518 8,183 37,701 
767 29,669 7,775 37,444 
903 28,885 8,186 37,071 
162 29,556 7,193 36,749 
45 28,658 7,795 36,453 
936 28,670 7,647 36,317 
160 27,747 7,062 34,809 
725 27,127 7,404 34,531 
907 26,956 6,892 33,848 
202 26,033 6,156 32,189 
904 25,187 6,836 32,023 
161 24,547 6,626 31,173 
726 23,538 6,186 29,724 
906 20,183 5,571 25,754 
164 19,856 5,728 25,584 
749 20,086 4,028 24,114 
971 18,670 4,963 23,633 
783 16,821 5,989 22,810 
775 18,204 4,596 22,800 
910 16,765 4,770 21,535 
927 16,839 4,167 21,006 
962 16,381 4,470 20,851 
919 16,053 4,511 20,564 
960 15,418 3,962 19,380 
902 15,453 3,718 19,171 
955 14,016 3,842 17,858 
918 14,022 3,825 17,847 
925 14,083 3,732 17,815 
926 13,481 3,849 17,330 
983 11,604 4,035 15,639 
909 10,859 2,998 13,857 
81 10,618 2,670 13,288 
966 8,968 2,505 11,473 
88 9,066 1,667 10,733 
964 7,813 2,129 9,942 
961 7,685 2,025 9,710 
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Route 2016-17 2017-18 Total 

959 7,220 2,023 9,243 
967 6,912 1,748 8,660 
43 6,645 1,743 8,388 
923 6,294 1,555 7,849 
981 6,011 1,772 7,783 
924 5,865 1,501 7,366 
968 5,537 1,501 7,038 
921 4,446 1,244 5,690 
922 3,964 1,002 4,966 
988 1,032 342 1,374 
Total 16,544,088 4,410,541 20,954,629 

 
(2) Service levels for these routes have been changed in line with overall network 

requirements. The Route 5 has been replaced by the new Green Rapid Route 6 and 
redesigned Route 4. Details of the changes can be found at 
http://www.transport.act.gov.au/news-and-events/items/september-2017/service-
changes-for-narrabundah-residents  

 
(3) Services levels on these routes have been changed in line with overall network 

requirements.  
 
 
Transport—light rail 
(Question No 741) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) What is the total number of people who fall within the 800m catchment zone for the 
Gungahlin Place stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 route by (a) population, (b) 
employment and (c) students. 

 
(2) What is the total number of people who fall within the 800m catchment zone for the 

Manning Clark stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 route by (a) population, (b) employment, 
and (c) students. 

 
(3) What is the total number of people who fall within the 800m catchment zone for the 

Mapleton Avenue stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 route by (a) population, (b) 
employment and (c) students. 

 
(4) What is the total number of people who fall within the 800m catchment zone for the 

Nullarbor Avenue stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 route by (a) population, (b) 
employment and (c) students. 

 
(5) What is the total number of people who fall within the 800m catchment zone for the 

Well Station Drive stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 route by (a) population, (b) 
employment and (c) students. 
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(6) What is the total number of people who fall within the 800m catchment zone for the 

EPIC and Racecourse stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 route by (a) population, (b) 
employment and (c) students. 

 
(7) What is the total number of people who fall within the 800m catchment zone for the 

Phillip Avenue stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 route by (a) population, (b) employment 
and (c) students. 

 
(8) What is the total number of people who fall within the 800m catchment zone for the 

Swinden Street stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 route by (a) population, (b) employment 
and (c) students. 

 
(9) What is the total number of people who fall within the 800m catchment zone for the 

Dickson Interchange stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 route by (a) population, (b) 
employment and (c) students. 

 
(10) What is the total number of people who fall within the 800m catchment zone for the 

Macarthur Avenue stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 route by (a) population, (b) 
employment and (c) students. 

 
(11) What is the total number of people who fall within the 800m catchment zone for the 

Ipima Street stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 route by (a) population, (b) employment 
and (c) students. 

 
(12) What is the total number of people who fall within the 800m catchment zone for the 

Elouera Street stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 route by (a) population, (b) 
employment and (c) students. 

 
(13) What is the total number of people who fall within the 800m catchment zone for the 

Alinga Street stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 route by (a) population, (b) employment 
and (c) students. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

The patronage modelling used in the Light Rail Stage 1 Business Case estimated that for 
the entire Stage 1 corridor, by 2031 between 44,000 and 67,000 people will live within 
800 metres of a light rail stop. The patronage estimates were not provided at individual 
stop locations. 

 
 
ACTION bus service—fare evasion 
(Question No 742) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

What is the (a) total number of fines issued relating to fare evasion and the (b) total value 
of the fines, during (i) 2014-15, (ii) 2015-16, (iii) 2016-17 and (iv) 2017-18 to date. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
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Year Fines Issued Value of fines 
2014-15* N/A N/A 
2015-16* N/A N/A 
2016-17 16 $2,544 
2017-18 8 $1,272 

 
* Transport Officers started carrying out revenue protection activities in 2016-17.  No 
revenue activities were undertaken prior to this date. 

 
 
Transport—light rail 
(Question No 743) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) What is the total number of rain days allocated within the contract for Light Rail Stage 
1, broken down by month or year. 

 
(2) Have the number of rain days claimed by Canberra Metro or subcontractors (a) 

exceeded the allocated amount, (b) reached or on target to reach the allocated amount 
or (c) not reached or unlikely to reach the allocated amount 

 
(3) Has Canberra Metro informed the ACT Government of any delays due to weather, or 

other reasons; if so, (a) what was delayed, (b) what was the reason given for the delay 
and (c) what was the length of delay. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Rain days are not allocated in the contract.  Under the contract, delays due to rain are 
at the risk of Canberra Metro. 

 
(2) See response above. 
 
(3) See response above.  Canberra Metro is generally not entitled to claim delays due to 

weather.  
 
 
Transport—light rail 
(Question No 744) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) Did Transport Canberra and City Services (TCCS) run a display or roadshow on light 
rail at the Tuggeranong Hyperdome during May 2017; if not, what entity ran the 
display or roadshow; if so, (a) what is the breakdown of the total cost of the display or 
roadshow, (b) what information was provided to the public and (c) what information 
was gathered by TCCS, and how has that information been used. 
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(2) What community consultation or information has been issued by TCCS regarding the 

expansion of light rail to Tuggeranong. 
 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Transport Canberra and City Services (TCCS) managed a display on Light Rail at the 
Tuggeranong Hyperdome during May 2017. The display was staffed by Elton 
Consulting as part of the Light Rail Stage 2 Consultation Project.  

 
(a) The total cost of the display was $2,580 for staffing, stall hire, display, and printed 

materials. 
 
(b) Staff were on hand to answer questions regarding the project and the consultation 

process. Information provided to the public included a newsletter and six large 
information boards on the proposed route options, the Light Rail master plan map, 
key consultation questions, and ways to be involved in the consultation process. 

 
(c) A summary of the information gathered, and how it has been used, in the Light 

Rail Update 1 and Consultation Report that can be found on the Your Say website.  
 

(2) The Canberra Light Rail Network document issued by TCCS refers to the potential 
expansion of Light Rail to Tuggeranong and can be found at: 
www.tccs.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/984638/Transport-Canberra-Light-
Rail-Network.PDF  

 
 
ACTION bus service—traffic incidents 
(Question No 745) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) Further to question on notice No 487, what factors led to the increase in traffic-related 
incidents involving Transport Canberra buses in 2016-17. 

 
(2) How many traffic-related incidents involving Transport Canberra buses have occurred 

in 2017-18 to date. 
 
(3) Further to question on notice No 487, what is the breakdown of the total number of 

traffic-related incidents for each financial year from 2013-14 to 2017-18 to date by 
collisions type, including (a) vehicles, (b) objects, (c) animals, (d) pedestrians, (e) 
cyclists and (f) other. 

 
(4) Are there any other types of incidents that are recorded by Transport Canberra; if so, 

can the Minister identify the incident type. 
 
(5) What procedures are triggered after a traffic-related incident takes place. 
 
(6) How many Transport Canberra employees have required or taken time off for medical 

or mental health reasons after a traffic-related incident during (a) 2013-14, (b) 
2014-15, (c) 2016-17 and (d) 2017-18 to date. 
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Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Please refer to the response to question 3 below. Greater awareness of the incident 
reporting processes and requirements by drivers, may also have contributed to the 
increased amount of incidents recorded. 

 
(2) 97. 

 
(3) 

 
Incident Category Type 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 Total 
Collision other Bus 52 62 41 89 244 
Collision other vehicle 219 186 198 230 833 
Hit object or animal 83 98 113 137 431 
Hit pedestrian / cyclist 15 16 10 15 56 
Rollaway Bus 2  0 1  0 3 
TOTALS 371 362 363 471 1567 

These figures were generated via the Incident Management System 
 

(4) Transport Canberra records all incidents reported by employees. This may also include 
incidents not relevant to Transport Canberra, where a bus may not be involved but our 
employee has witnessed an incident. The employee may report that they witnessed the 
incident in case of any future relevance. 

 
(5) Incidents are managed as per the Incident Management in ACTION procedures 

handbook. These include safety and reporting procedures.  
 

(6) TCCS are unable to accurately provide figures for the number of Transport Canberra 
employees who have required or taken time off for medical or mental health reasons 
after a traffic-related incident. Employees may take time off work after a traffic 
related incident, however, in many cases doctor’s certificates state ‘Medical 
Condition’ and do not provide detail on specific illnesses or injuries and therefore may 
not identify the time off as a result of an incident. A workers compensation claim may 
not be made in these circumstances therefore the data on the number of claims would 
not accurately reflect the amount of time taken as a result of an incident.  

 
 
Municipal services—expenditure 
(Question No 746) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

Can the Minister provide a breakdown of the total spending on city services for each 
suburb in the ACT during (a) 2016-17 and (b) 2017-18 to date. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

Budgets are not allocated by suburb. Details of budget allocations are reported in the 
Transport Canberra and City Services (TCCS) budget papers. TCCS does not collate 
expenditure data for activities by suburb.   
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Transport—light rail 
(Question No 747) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) What is the distance between each stop along the Light Rail Stage 1 route. 
 
(2) What is the patronage forecasts for the Gungahlin Place stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 

route. 
 
(3) What is the patronage forecasts for the Manning Clark North stop on the Light Rail 

Stage 1 route. 
 
(4) What is the patronage forecasts for the Mapleton Avenue stop on the Light Rail Stage 

1 route. 
 
(5) What is the patronage forecasts for the Nullarbor Avenue stop on the Light Rail Stage 

1 route. 
 
(6) What is the patronage forecasts for the Well Station Drive stop on the Light Rail Stage 

1 route. 
 
(7) What is the patronage forecasts for the EPIC and Racecourse stop on the Light Rail 

Stage 1 route. 
 
(8) What is the patronage forecasts for the Phillip Avenue stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 

route. 
 
(9) What is the patronage forecasts for the Swinden Street stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 

route. 
 
(10) What is the patronage forecasts for the Dickson Interchange stop on the Light Rail 

Stage 1 route. 
 
(11) What is the patronage forecasts for the Macarthur Avenue stop on the Light Rail 

Stage 1 route. 
 
(12) What is the patronage forecasts for the Ipima Street stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 

route. 
 
(13) What is the patronage forecasts for the Elouera Street stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 

route. 
 
(14) What is the patronage forecasts for the Alinga Street stop on the Light Rail Stage 1 

route. 
 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Approximate distances between stops along the Light Rail Stage 1 route are as listed 
below. The distance is measured from the half-way points of platforms.  



2 November 2017  Legislative Assembly for the ACT 

5044 

 
Light Rail Stop Approximate Distance to next stop 
Gungahlin Place Stop 739m 
Manning Clark North Stop 1,213m 
Mapleton Avenue Stop 791m 
Nullarbor Avenue Stop 975m 
Well Station Drive Stop 2,223m 
EPIC and Racecourse Stop 892m 
Phillip Avenue Stop 1,332m 
Swinden Street Stop 648m 
Dickson Interchange Stop 1073m 
Macarthur Avenue Stop 641m 
Ipima Street Stop 770 m 
Elouera Street Stop 595 m 
Alinga Street Stop / Terminus Stage 1 route Terminus 

 
(2) - (14)  Business Case patronage forecasts were previously provided in response to 

ACT Legislative Assembly Question, Notice Paper No. 98, Question No. 421 
(4 August 2015).  

 
 
Planning—Giralang 
(Question No 748) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Planning and Land Management, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) Further to Estimates question on notice No 593, can the Minister provide an update on 
the status of Block 6 Section 79 Giralang. 

 
(2) Has an extension of the completion provisions relating to Block 6 Section 79 Giralang 

been submitted; if so, what was the date it was submitted. 
 
(3) Has an extension of the completion provisions relating to Block 6 Section 79 Giralang 

been granted; if so, what was the date it was granted and what is the new completion 
date. 

 
(4) How is the ACT Government assisting the owner of Block 6 Section 79 Giralang in 

developing the property. 
 
(5) Has a new development application been submitted, or is it anticipated by the ACT 

Government that one will be submitted, by the end of 2017; if so, what community 
consultation will place. 

 
Mr Gentleman: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) The status of Block 6 Section 79 Giralang is similar to what was reported in response 
to Estimates question on notice No 593.  The planning and land authority is 
continuing to work with the owners of Block 7 Section 79 Giralang to progress the 
lodgement of a new development application over the site. 

 
(2) No. An application to extend the completion provisions has not been received. 
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(3) No extension has been granted. The Crown lease commenced on 12 March 2014 and 

completion was required by 12 March 2017. Under current legislative provisions, 
completion can be extended for an additional four years at nil fee. From the fifth year 
and beyond, the lessee can continue to apply for an extension of time to complete, and 
the fee will be one times the applicable land rates per annum. 

 
(4) As previously reported in response to Estimates question on notice No 593, the 

planning and land authority has been working since late 2016 with the owners of 
Block 6 Section 79 Giralang to progress a new development application for the site. 

 
(5) A new development application has not been submitted to date.  It is anticipated that a 

new development application will be submitted by the end of 2017, but it is a decision 
for the Crown Lessee.  Pre-DA community consultation will depend on the extent of 
the proposed development.  

 
The form of pre-DA community consultation is not currently prescribed. However, 
typical pre DA community consultation involves a combination of public 
presentations, internet or social media engagement and a letterbox-drop.  It is 
understood that the Crown Lessee is in regular contact with community 
representatives regarding the new proposal.  
 
A new development application, once lodged, will also be the subject of statutory 
public notification under the Planning and Development 2007, which will involve 
letters to adjoining lessees, onsite notice(s), and making the development application 
available on the EPSDD website and on the DA Finder app.  

 
 
Transport—active travel office 
(Question No 749) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) What specific work or initiatives will the Active Travel Office be undertaking 
throughout the remainder of the 2017-18 financial year. 

 
(2) When was the decision made to double the size of the Active Travel Office. 
 
(3) Can the Minister provide a breakdown of the number of full-time equivalent staff in 

the Active Travel office by ACT public service classification type. 
 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) The Active Travel Office will be concentrating on the introduction of Bike Share as its 
primary focus for the remainder of 2017-18.  

 
Additional initiatives will include: 
• the development and promotion of Canberra’s off-road bike network, providing 

direct, meaningful connections and addressing missing links in the network; 
• delivering the 2018 Canberra Walk & Ride Week in March 2018; 
• the installation of a bike barometer; 
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• development of an End of Trip Facilities Management Guide; 
• improved input to the planning, assessment and implementation processes for 

Greenfield and brownfield development sites, capital works and infrastructure 
projects to ensure appropriate prioritisation of pedestrians and cyclists; and 

• an update and reprint for the Canberra and Queanbeyan Walking and Cycling 
map. 

 
(2) This decision was made in late June 2017. 
 
(3) The Coordinator, Active Travel Office is a SOG C position. This is a full time position. 

The recently advertised Administrative and Project Officer position, yet to be 
recruited, is an ASO 5 position. This position will also be a full time position. 

 
 
Municipal services—street sweeping 
(Question No 750) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) Further to question on notice 438, how many times have the suburbs of (a) Wright, (b) 
Coombs, (c) Fyshwick and (d) Mitchell been swept upon request in 2016-17. 

 
(2) How many requests were received by the ACT Government to sweep the suburbs 

referred to in part (1) during 2016-17. 
 
(3) How many times have the suburbs of (a) Wright, (b) Coombs, (c) Fyshwick and (d) 

Mitchell been swept upon request in 2017-18: 
 
(4) How many requests were received by the ACT Government to sweep the suburbs 

referred to in part (3) during 2017-18. 
 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) During 2016-17 the following number of requests for street sweeping services were 
received and responded to by Roads ACT:  

(a) Wright – 1 request; 
(b) Coombs – 5 requests; 
(c) Fyshwick – 21 requests; and 
(d) Mitchell – 24 requests. 

Full suburb sweeps were also undertaken of Wright and Coombs in May 2017. 
 

(2) See response to question one. 
 
(3) During 2017-18 the following number of requests for street sweeping services were 

received and responded to by Roads ACT: 

(a) Wright – 0 requests; 
(b) Coombs – 0 requests; 
(c) Fyshwick – 4 requests; and 
(d) Mitchell – 8 requests. 

A full suburb sweep of Mitchell was undertaken in September 2017. 
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(4) See response to question three.  

 
 
ACTION bus service—complaints 
(Question No 751) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

What is the total number of complaints received in (a) 2015-16, (b) 2016-17 and (c) 
2017-18 to date regarding Transport Canberra services broken down by relevant 
categories, including (i) late services, (ii) overcrowding, (iii) infrequent services, (iv) 
non-accessible buses, (v) timetable change and (vi) any other relevant major category. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

Key Complaint Category 2015-16 2016-17 2017 to Date 
Late Services 368 444 80 
Over Crowding 56 74 30 
Non-Accessible Buses 3 2 0 
Timetable Change / 
Infrequent Service 

119 294 131 

Early Running 327 340 89 
Driver Behaviour 701 710 126 
 1574 1864 456 

 
 
Transport—light rail 
(Question No 752) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) Has planning commenced for updating the bus network after the implementation of 
Light Rail Stage 1; if so, what reviews and investigations are being undertaken to 
inform the planning; if not, when is planning expected to begin. 

 
(2) How does the planning for Light Rail Stage 1 inform and influence the planning for 

Stage 2. 
 
(3) Does planning for Light Rail Stage 1 need to be completed prior to the planning or 

development stage for Stage 2; if so, when is the planning for Stage 1 due to be 
completed; if not, why not. 

 
(4) What future planning investigations are undertaken at each stage of Light Rail to 

ensure the entire long term project remains feasible and provides the best service and 
best value for money. 

 
(5) Have any issues been identified during Light Rail Stage 1 or 2 that could affect the 

long term feasibility of the project or specific stages; if so, what are those issues. 
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Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Yes. The Government has recently announced a bus network redesign to take place in 
mid 2018 in order to integrate with Light Rail services upon commencement in late 
2018. The Rapid network is based on the Government commitment to increase Rapid 
services across the ACT. Public consultation that will inform the design of local and 
connecting services will commence shortly.  

 
(2) The existence of Light Rail Stage 1 informs physical and other attributes of Light Rail 

Stage 2, which will connect to Light Rail Stage 1. 
 
(3) Light Rail Stage 1 is presently in its delivery, rather than planning phase. 
 
(4) Each stage of Light Rail will be subject to its own Business Case. 
 
(5) No. 

 
 
ACTION bus service—employee assaults 
(Question No 753) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) How many Transport Canberra employees reported being assaulted, either physically 
or verbally, by members of the public in 2016-17. 

 
(2) Were any charges filed against members of the public who assaulted drivers in 

2016-17; if so, what were the charges and the total number of charges. 
 
(3) How many Transport Canberra employees reported being assaulted, either physically 

or verbally, by members of the public in 2017-18 to date. 
 
(4) Have any charges been filed against members of the public who assaulted drivers in 

2017-18 to date; if so, what were the charges and the total number of charges. 
 
(5) What procedures take effect when a Transport Canberra employee is assaulted by a 

member of the public. 
 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) 

2016-17 
Belconnen 

Depot 
Tuggeranong 

Depot 
 

Total 

Driver physical 
assault/theft/injury 

5 1 6 

Driver verbal abuse 34 24 58 
 

(2) While assaults are reported to ACT Policing details of any charges are not normally 
provided to the employer.  Information is normally only provided to the complainant 
(employee). 
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(3) 

2017-18 to Date Belconnen 
Depot 

Tuggeranong 
Depot Total 

Driver physical 
assault/theft/injury 

1 0 1 

Driver verbal abuse 4 6 10 
 

(4) While assaults are reported to ACT Policing details of any charges are not normally 
provided to the employer.  Information is normally only provided to the complainant 
(employee). 

 
(5) Reports of assaults are responded to under the Transport Canberra Incident 

management manual in line with the following procedures: 

1.  Aggression – Injury, death of passenger, public, driver or staff, or 
2.  Duress – Injury, death of passenger, public, driver or staff. 

 
 
Transport—light rail 
(Question No 754) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) In relation to the Light Rail Update in August 2017, why were technical investigations 
of the routes not completed prior to the public consultation on Light Rail Stage 2. 

 
(2) When will the technical investigations into Light Rail Stage 2 be completed. 
 
(3) Have any routes presented to the public during the consultation phase of Light Rail 

Stage 2 been eliminated following further technical investigations; if so, can the 
Minister identify the route and the reasons why. 

 
(4) For each route presented during the consultation phase of Light Rail Stage 2, can the 

Minister provide a brief summary of any route specific issues further technical 
investigations have uncovered. 

 
(5) Have any alternate routes been identified for Light Rail Stage 2 after the public 

consultation period ended, or after further technical investigations; if so, can the 
Minister outline the route and whether there will be public consultation. 

 
(6) What further consultation will be undertaken in relation to Light Rail Stage 2. 
 
(7) If the schedule is known, can the Minister outline the schedule and what the 

consultation will entail. 
 
(8) What investigations are the Light Rail Stage 2 project team and the specialist technical 

advisory team now performing in relation to (a) urban design, (b) constructability, (c) 
planning, (d) transport, (e) economics, (f) land use and (g) any other matters. 

 
(9) Will Transport Canberra and City Services release the results of the investigations of 

the technical engineers, the Light Rail Stage 2 project team, or the specialist technical 
advisory team to the public; if so, when will they be released and will they be released 
in full; if not, why not. 
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Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Initial public consultation on Light Rail Stage 2 was held to gain community feedback 
on broad route alignment and stop locations. The information is useful for the design 
teams to inform the development of the route.  

 
(2) The technical investigations will be undertaken for business case purposes. Please 

refer to the response to QON 756.  
 
(3) Route decisions will be subject to future ACT Government announcements.  
 
(4) See response to (3) above.  
 
(5) See response to (3) above.  
 
(6) Ongoing community consultation will occur with respect to the project. 
 
(7) See response above. 
 
(8) Investigations are occurring in preparation of a business case pursuant to The Capital 

Framework.  
 
(9) This is a matter for future ACT Government deliberation.  

 
 
Transport—light rail 
(Question No 755) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) When is the Business Case for Light Rail Stage 2 expected to be completed. 
 
(2) What independent verification or checks will be undertaken to ensure the information 

within the Business Case for Light Rail Stage 2 is accurate. 
 
(3) Has the Auditor-General indicated to Transport Canberra and City Services that it will 

conduct a review or investigation into the Business Case for Light Rail Stage 2 as was 
undertaken for Stage 1. 

 
(4) When is the patronage modelling and forecasts for Stage 2 expected to be finalised. 
 
(5) What patronage modelling and forecasts for Stage 2 will be released to the public. 
 
(6) Further to question on notice No 183, have any further contracts been entered into in 

relation to Light Rail Stage 2; if so, can the Minister advise (a) the contractor, (b) the 
contract title, (c) the contract number and (d) whether it was entered into through 
single select or public tender. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) This is a matter for Cabinet’s consideration. 
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(2) The Business Case will be prepared in accordance with the Capital Framework. 
 
(3) No.  
 
(4) The patronage modelling and forecasts for Stage 2 will be finalised prior to 

finalisation of the project Business Case. Please refer to response 1. 
 
(5) This is a matter for Cabinet’s consideration.  
 
(6) As at 3 October 2017, the Territory has 11 current contracts pursuant to the Light Rail 

Stage 2 – Definition Phase. These 11 contracts include those detailed in Question on 
Notice No. 183 and now extend to include the following: 

 

Contract Number Contractor/ 
Consultant Contract Title Procurement 

Method 
TCLR-203-AGR-0009 Verge Advisory Pty 

Ltd 
Provision of Technical 
Development Services 

Single Select 

2017.28998.110 Arup Pty Ltd Provision of 
Microsimulation 

Modelling Services for 
Stage 2 of the Canberra 

Light Rail Project 

Public Tender 

2016-LRS02-005 Elton Consulting Communications and 
Engagement Advisory 
Services for Stage 2 of 
the Canberra Light Rail 

Project 

Public Tender 

2016-LRS02-002 Turner & Townsend Provision of Cost 
Estimation Advisory 

Services for Stage 2 of 
the Canberra Light Rail 

Project 

Public Tender 

2016-LRS02-007 SNC Lavalin Rail and 
Transport 

Light Rail Vehicle 
Adviser 

Public Tender 

 
 
Transport—light rail 
(Question No 756) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) What is the total number of staff by full-time equivalent and headcount associated 
with Light Rail, during (a) 2015-16, (b) 2016-17 and (c) 2017-18 to date. 

 
(2) What is the breakdown, by ACT public service classification type, of the number of 

staff currently associated with Light Rail, during (a) 2015-16, (b) 2016-17 and (c) 
2017-18 to date. 

 
(3) How many of the employees identified in part (2) provide public relations or media 

services in the normal course of their duties. 
 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
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(1) Using approximations for staff not wholly attributable to Light Rail activities, TCCS 

figures are as follows:  
 

 FTE  Head Count 
2015-16 28.9 29 
2016-17 31.27 35 
2017-18 (To Date) 38.42 42 

 
(2) Including staff not wholly attributable to Light Rail activities, TCCS figures are as 

follows:  

 Administrative 
Officers 

Senior 
Officers  

Executives  Infrastructure 
Officers 

2015-16 9 12 8  
2016-17 9 15 8 3 
2017-18 (To Date) 7 22 9 4 

 
(3) 

 Administrative Officers Senior Officers 
2015-16 2 2 
2016-17 1 2 
2017-18 (To Date) 2 3 

 
 
Transport—park-and-ride facilities 
(Question No 757) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) Can the Minister provide a list of the Park and Ride facilities, including those 
currently under construction or planned, within the ACT, and for each location 
indicate (a) whether permits need to be displayed, (b) the number of parking spaces 
for permit holders, (c) the number of spaces for non-permit holders and (d) type of 
storage for bicycles. 

 
(2) What is the number of infringement notices issued to non-permit holders, and the 

value of those infringements in (a) 2015-16, (b) 2016-17 and (c) 2017-18 to date. 
 
(3) How many residents have been issued with park and ride permits in (a) 2015-16, (b) 

2016-17 and (c) 2017-18 to date. 
 
(4) How many park and ride permits have been issued in (a) 2015-16, (b) 2016-17 and (c) 

2017-18 to date. 
 
(5) When was the last review of Park and Ride facilities conducted, and what were the 

findings of that review. 
 
(6) When is the next review scheduled to be undertaken. 
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(7) Will the conditions attached to the permits for Park and Ride facilities be different for 

those facilities along the Light Rail corridor, or are any updates expected due to the 
implementation of Light Rail. 

 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) See attached spreadsheet. 
 
(2) 

 
Financial Year Number of 

infringements 
Value 

2015-16 862 $87,196.00 
2016-17 631 $67,764.00 
2017-18  (YTD)  ( to 26 Sep 2017) 196 $21,222.00 

 
(3) The number of permits issued is shown below. Actual data is not available on the 

number of unique residents that applied for and were issued permits through the 
required periods.  

 
(4) 

 
Financial Year Permits issued 

2015-16 3780 
2016-17 3905 
2017-18  (YTD) 861        (to 26 Sep 2017) 

 
(5) The last network wide review of Park and Ride facilities was undertaken by the 

Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate (EPSDD) in May 
2015. This survey showed that Park and Ride facilities are generally well utilised, and 
on average, there were 619 Park and Ride users daily across all Park and Ride 
facilities. Occupancy rates across the various Park and Ride facilities vary.  

 
(6) Transport Canberra staff regularly monitor particular Park and Ride locations. 

 
(7) This is a matter for ACT Government consideration in the context of the procurement 

of a new integrated ticketing system. 
 
(A copy of the attachment is available at the Chamber Support Office). 

 
 
ACTION bus service—fares 
(Question No 758) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) Are there any upcoming fare increases for Transport Canberra services being 
considered or scheduled for the remainder of 2017-18 or beyond. 

 
(2) Is the implementation of light rail expected to affect the fare prices charged by 

Transport Canberra. 
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(3) Will a review be undertaken of the fare prices charged by Transport Canberra prior to 

the introduction of light rail; if so, when is the review scheduled to (a) commence and 
(b) be completed; if not, why not. 

 
(4) Does Canberra Metro have any input into the decision making process for fare 

determination for light rail; if so, what input; if not, is Canberra Metro consulted. 
 
(5) What is the total number of cash transactions made on public transport in (a) 2016-17 

and (b) 2017-18 to date. 
 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) An annual fares increase for 2018 will be considered by the ACT Government in due 
course. 

 
(2) Public Transport fares will be integrated across the bus and light rail network. It is not 

expected that the introduction of light rail will effect pricing outside of regularly 
scheduled fare increases. 

 
(3) A regular review of fares will occur in due course. 
 
(4) No. 
 
(5) The total number of cash transactions made on public transport was (a) 1,168,556 in 

2016-17 and (b) 262,337 in 2017-18 to date (as at 3 October 2017). 
 
 
Transport—Mitchell services 
(Question No 759) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) What Transport Canberra services currently service the Mitchell community. 
 
(2) Are the services referred to in part (1) expected to change after the October 2017 bus 

network update; if so, how will the services change; if not, why not. 
 
(3) Are the services referred to in parts (1) and (2) expected to change after the 

implementation of light rail; if so, how will the services change; if not ,why not. 
 
(4) Are there any specific transport plans to cater for the Mitchell community following 

the implementation of light rail; if so, what are the plans; if not, why not. 
 
(5) Have any Transport Canberra employees been tasked with investigating or looking to 

improve services now or in future in Mitchell in response to the concerns raised by the 
Mitchell Traders Association; if so, what are they investigating or looking to improve, 
and what is the timeframe for the improvement. 

 
(6) What support has the ACT Government offered Mitchell businesses or the Mitchell 

Traders Association in response to the impact light rail has had on their businesses. 
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(7) What support has Canberra Metro offered Mitchell businesses or the Mitchell Traders 

Association in response to the impact light rail has had on their businesses. 
 
(8) If support has been offered, does Canberra Metro need the Government’s permission 

before it can offer support. 
 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Public transport services in and around Mitchell comprise of weekday and weekend 
bus services. The services available on weekdays are Route 200, 58 via Flemington 
Road and Route 56 and 57 via Sandford Street, Brookes Street, Lysaght Street and 
Hoskins Street. The weekend services are Route 950 via Flemington Road and Route 
956 and 958 via Sandford Street, Brookes Street, Lysaght Street and Hoskins Street. 

 
(2) The only change to services in this area in the October 2017 bus network update is the 

introduction of the Route 200 to replace the Route 950 between Gungahlin and City. 
This will see service frequency increase from 30 minutes to 15 minutes. This service 
change has been introduced to ensure capacity requirements are met along the 
Flemington Road and Northbourne Avenue corridors. 

 
(3) This is a matter for future determination. 
 
(4) Transport Canberra is currently reviewing options for the Mitchell community as part 

of a proposed bus network redesign to complement light rail. These plans will be 
available for public consultation and implementation proceeding the introduction of 
light rail services in 2018. 

 
(5) Please refer to the response to question (4). 
 
(6) Support has been offered through the ACT Government funded Light Rail Business 

Link program, which is delivered by the Canberra Business Chamber. This program 
has offered individual business development support of up to six sessions, promotion 
of individual businesses and the Mitchell precinct during construction, and assistance 
in forming Traders Association.  

 
(7) Stakeholder engagement staff from Canberra Metro have met with individual 

businesses in this catchment, and invited traders to Gungahlin precinct business 
forums. Canberra Metro have also installed Variable Message Signs (VMS) to 
facilitate easy navigation into Mitchell during construction.  

 
(8) Canberra Metro is not required to seek permission from Transport Canberra and City 

Services (TCCS) for support activities performed in order to fulfil contractual 
responsibilities.  

 
 
ACTION bus service—sustainability 
(Question No 760) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
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(1) Is there a minimum number of passenger boardings over time required for a service to 

remain practical or viable; if so, what is the minimum number of passenger boardings 
required; if not, how are services evaluated for ongoing viability. 

 
(2) How is Transport Canberra and City Services seeking to improve financial efficiencies 

of the bus network during the remainder of 2017-18. 
 
Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) No. Transport Canberra service planners use MyWay ticketing data to make decisions 
on how best to balance service levels across the network within available fleet 
resources and budget. 

 
(2) Transport Canberra and City Services are seeking to improve financial efficiencies of 

the bus network during the remainder of 2017-18 by delivering more efficient services 
that reduce duplication and attract patronage, including the introduction of new Rapid 
bus services.  

 
 
Municipal services—fix my street portal 
(Question No 761) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Regulatory Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) What is the total number of submissions received by Fix My Street in 2016-17, broken 
down by category and subcategory to which they relate. 

 
(2) What is the total number of submissions received by Fix My Street in 2017-18 to date, 

broken down by category and subcategory to which they relate. 
 
(3) What is required for a submission to Fix My Street to be classified as (a) actioned and 

(b) closed. 
 
Mr Ramsay: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) 
 

Category/sub category Public requests  
1/7/2016 to 30/6/2017 

Abandoned vehicles 1366 
Air pollution and noise 557 
Bus stops 266 
Cycle lanes 193 
Domestic Garbage Bins and Collections 197 
Driveway damage 291 
Election campaign signage 167 
Footpaths 1673 
Graffiti 1252 
Graffiti - general 190 
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Category/sub category Public requests  

1/7/2016 to 30/6/2017 
Graffiti - offensive 25 
Graffiti - unsure 9 
Grass 1188 
Litter and Illegal dumping 1768 
Litter and Illegal dumping - Witness offence 66 
Litter and Illegal dumping - General clean up 317 
Mobile speed camera location suggestions 566 
Mountain bike trails (Nature parks only) 20 
Nature strips 1132 
Outdoor fitness equipment 36 
Parking illegal 192 
Pot holes 1533 
Roads 2039 
Roads Safety 1021 
Road signs 1600 
Shared Paths (walk/Bike) 516 
Shopping trolley 386 
Stormwater 1375 
street lights 6581 
Street sweeping 824 
Suburban Parks and playgrounds 889 
Survey infrastructure 6 
Traffic 167 
Traffic lights 648 
Trees and shrubs 896 
Trees and shrubs - Dead wood 503 
Trees and shrubs - Fallen branch / tree 2666 
Trees and shrubs - Line of sight 288 
Trees and shrubs - Pest management 41 
Trees and shrubs - Powerline clearance 197 
Trees and shrubs - Public liability claims 142 
Trees and shrubs - Stump removal 150 
Trees and shrubs - Tree assessment 1799 
Trees and shrubs - Watering request 7 
Trees and shrubs - Tree planting request 190 
Trees and shrubs - Young tree care 41 
Trees and shrubs – Other 1339 
Other 2523 
Total 39,838 

 
(2) 

 
Category/sub category Public requests  

1/7/2017 to 22/9/2017 
Abandoned vehicles 310 
Air pollution and noise 135 
Bus stops 49 
Cycle lanes 35 
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Category/sub category Public requests  

1/7/2017 to 22/9/2017 
Domestic Garbage Bins and Collections 46 
Driveway damage 60 
Election campaign signage 1 
Footpaths 375 
Graffiti 105 
Graffiti - general 191 
Graffiti - offensive 31 
Graffiti - unsure 7 
Grass 26 
Litter and Illegal dumping 205 
Litter and Illegal dumping - Witness offence 50 
Litter and Illegal dumping - General clean up 259 
Mobile speed camera location suggestions 39 
Mountain bike trails (Nature parks only) 3 
Nature strips 212 
Outdoor fitness equipment 2 
Parking illegal 155 
Pot holes 258 
Roads 373 
Roads Safety 209 
Road signs 456 
Shared Paths (walk/Bike) 87 
Shopping trolley 71 
Stormwater 214 
street lights 1905 
Street sweeping 199 
Suburban Parks and playgrounds 193 
Survey infrastructure 1 
Traffic 30 
Traffic lights 153 
Trees and shrubs 83 
Trees and shrubs - Dead wood 67 
Trees and shrubs - Fallen branch / tree 137 
Trees and shrubs - Line of sight 25 
Trees and shrubs - Pest management 9 
Trees and shrubs - Powerline clearance 27 
Trees and shrubs - Public liability claims 21 
Trees and shrubs - Stump removal 26 
Trees and shrubs - Tree assessment 265 
Trees and shrubs - Watering request 1 
Trees and shrubs - Tree planting request 30 
Trees and shrubs - Young tree care 13 
Trees and shrubs – Other 175 
Other 509 
Total 7833 
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(3) Neither of these statuses are used for Fix My Street. The status of “Resolved” is used, 

for example: 
• if a submission is made regarding a faulty street light, the status is recorded as 

“resolved” when the street light is fixed.  
 
 
Government—events policy 
(Question No 762) 
 
Ms Le Couteur asked the Chief Minister, upon notice, on 22 September 2017 
(redirected to the Acting Minister for Tourism and Major Events): 
 

(1) In relation to the 2025 Major Events Strategy for the ACT and noting the hierarchy of 
events, why were events such as the Canberra International Music Festival, Canberra 
International Arts Festival and Canberra Writers Festival excluded from the Major 
Events Strategy, despite having a high “pull factor” for tourism. 

 
(2) Would the outsourcing of events, referred to as “external event delivery and 

commercialisation” on page 7 of the Strategy, preference local organisations and 
event organisers to keep jobs and money in the ACT; if so, how will this mechanism 
be enshrined to ensure that local event organisers have confidence of ongoing work in 
the long-term.  

 
(3) How will local event and festival organisers be consulted in the development of the 

Major Events Strategy and any implementation plans arising from it. 
 
(4) How will the consultation be incorporated and what assurances does the sector have 

that their experience and views will be heard by the Government. 
 
(5) How will the Major Events Strategy coordinate with the ACT Arts Policy to 

strengthen Canberra’s cultural landscape. 
 
(6) Will the Government consider local content quotas and commissioning of the 

production of new artistic work (not purchasing already-finished products) for Major 
Events. 

 
Mr Ramsay: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) The list of events included under the hierarchy table within the 2025 Major Events 
Strategy for the ACT is not exhaustive, instead representing an indicative list to 
provide a sense of the type and scale of events that belong under each classification. 
Events that don’t feature in this table are not excluded from consideration under the 
Strategy. 

 
(2) Any future consideration of external event delivery or commercialisation of the ACT 

Government’s major events would be open to proposals from local event management 
providers. The ACT Government introduced the Canberra Region Local Industry 
Participation Policy (LIPP) to ensure competitive local businesses are given every 
opportunity to bid for government contracts. From 1 January 2017, new ACT 
Government procurements have applied the LIPP. The LIPP has been developed in 
consultation with local industry sectors, including the construction, ICT and  
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community sectors and incorporates a Canberra and region supplier quotation 
requirement and an Economic Contribution Test which assesses regional economic 
contribution.  

 
(3) The 2025 Major Events Strategy for the ACT has been developed using existing 

tourism and major events data, key market intelligence, competitor analysis and 
feedback from key internal and external stakeholders – including the local events and 
festivals sector. Ongoing dialogue with key stakeholders will continue as Strategy 
implementation progresses. 

 
(4) The ACT Government places a high value on the insights, skills and experience of the 

local events and festivals sector. An initial stakeholder consultation phase played a 
key role in the development of the Strategy and the intention is to maintain clear and 
open lines of dialogue to support and guide successful Strategy roll-out. 

 
(5) The 2025 Major Events Strategy for the ACT recognises and values Canberra’s 

inherent strengths as a creative and cultural hub. As such, a strong working 
relationship with artsACT has been established from an events and tourism 
perspective. Both the Strategy and the 2015 ACT Arts Policy identify 
cross-Government collaboration as a critical factor for success. 

 
(6) It is recognised that events provide an excellent platform for local content and local 

talent. The ACT Government seeks to achieve an appropriate balance in event 
programming elements capable of driving attendance from local, interstate and 
overseas audiences. Central to this is a strong preference to include local content as a 
means of showcasing the best of the Canberra region. However, we do not believe 
content based quotas are an appropriate mechanism to do this. 

 
 
Animals—dog management 
(Question No 763) 
 
Ms Le Couteur asked the Minister for Transport and City Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) In relation to the ministerial statement entitled Management of Dogs in the ACT 
presented to the Assembly on Thursday, 21 September 2017, what is the significance 
of the 21,900,000 “interactions per year” figure given in the statement. 

 
(2) How was this figure calculated.  
 
(3) Where was the data underpinning this figure sourced. 
 
(4) Why were animal-to-animal and animal-to-stranger interactions excluded. 
 
(5) If the reason for (4) is not for the lack of data, can the Minister provide the figures and 

data for these more high-risk interactions.  
 
(6) What low-cost or subsidised training programs are available for fixed and low income 

families with dogs to support behavioural training. 
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Ms Fitzharris: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) The figure was intended to put into perspective the number of reported dog 
attack/harassment incidents versus the number of dog-human interactions.  

 
(2) It is estimated there are approximately 60,000 dogs currently in the ACT. If each of 

these dogs is fed once a day, that equates to 60,000 human to dog interactions daily. 
This would then equate to 60,000 x 365 = 21,900,000 human to dog interactions 
annually.  

 
(3) Australian Bureau of Statistics data on household pet ownership rates was used to 

estimate the dog population in the ACT. 
 
(4) Other common dog-human interactions such as exercising and dog-dog or dog-other 

animal interactions were excluded due to a lack of data.  
 
(5) Not applicable. 
 
(6) The ACT Companion Dog Club offers behaviour training for $280 for new members 

and $200 for renewing members. This equates to $70 a term, or about $7 per class for 
new members, or $5 per class for renewing members. Private casual lessons are also 
available from various behavioural trainers starting from about $20 per session. 

 
 
Alexander Maconochie Centre—detainee income 
(Question No 765) 
 
Mrs Jones asked the Minister for Corrections, upon notice, on 22 September 2017: 
 

(1) In relation to income for detainees in the Alexander Maconochie Centre (AMC), what 
is the maximum amount of money an inmate can receive from sources outside of the 
prison into their accessible bank accounts per (a) week, (b) fortnight, (c) month and 
(d) year. 

 
(2) Are there any restrictions on which outside sources can send money to inmates.  
 
(3) What is the maximum amount of money an inmate can be remunerated for work 

within the AMC per (a) hour, (b) week, (c) fortnight, (d) month and (e) year. 
 
Mr Rattenbury: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) The table below details the maximum amount of money a detainee can receive from 
sources outside of the AMC into their accessible AMC finance accounts weekly, 
fortnightly, monthly and yearly. 

 
a Week $ 150 
b Fortnight $ 300 
c Month This figure is contingent on the number of weeks in the 

month. In a four week month it will be $600 per month 
d Year $7,800 
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(2) There are no restrictions on which outside sources can send money to detainees at the 

AMC. ACT Corrective Services would work with ACT Policing if illegal activity was 
suspected. The amount a detainee can receive in their account each week is capped at 
$150.  

 
(3) The table below details the maximum amount of money a detainee can be remunerated 

for work within the AMC per week, fortnight, month and year. 
 

a Hour $1.67 per hour. This is capped at seven days per week at 
six hours per day 

b Week $70.14 maximum per week 
c Fortnight $140.28 
d Month This figure is contingent on the number of weeks in the 

month. In a four week month it will be $280.56 per 
month 

e Year $3,647.28 per year 
 
 
Alexander Maconochie Centre—detainee employment 
(Question No 766) 
 
Mrs Jones asked the Minister for Corrections, upon notice, on 22 September 2017: 
 

(1) In relation to the Minister’s answer to question on notice No 529 which was placed on 
the Notice Paper on 25 August 2017, how many detainees are precluded from 
employment due to their classification, legal status, health or lack of completed 
education. 

 
(2) Given that levels and hours of employment are based on a detainee’s accommodation 

area, how has the repurposed accommodation of the management unit to 
accommodate women impacted their employment. 

 
(3) What are the remuneration rates for work at levels (a) one, (b) two and (c) three. 
 
(4) What is the definition of those inmates “unavailable” for employment as opposed to 

those “unemployed”.  
 
Mr Rattenbury: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) The detainee payroll dated 28 August 2017 identifies 168 detainees were precluded 
from employment due to their classification, legal status, health or lack of completed 
education. 

 
(2) Women accommodated in the Management Unit have access to employment 

opportunities including five additional positions. One woman accommodated in the 
Management Unit is employed in the bakery. Women in the Management Unit have 
the same ability to apply to work in the bakery as women accommodated in cottages. 
Women in the Management Unit will also be considered for employment in the 
bakery when there are future vacancies. The Culture and Land Management program 
(CALM) program is also available to Indigenous women in the Management Unit.  
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(3) The table below details the remuneration rates for work at levels one, two and three. 

 

Levels Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 

Hourly rates $0.83 $1.17 $1.67 

Daily rates at a 
maximum of 6 
hours per day 

$4.98 $7.02 $10.02 

 
(4) Detainees classified  as ‘unavailable’ for employment are those detainees whose 

classification, legal status, health , lack of completed compulsory education (for 
example, a white card) precludes them from employment. Detainees classified as 
‘unemployed’ are those detainees who hold no position of employment and are not 
enrolled in fulltime education or a program. This include detainees who are on the 
waiting list for employment with no employment positions currently available to offer 
them. 

 
 
Alexander Maconochie Centre—medical staff 
(Question No 767) 
 
Mrs Jones asked the Minister for Corrections, upon notice, on 22 September 2017 
(redirected to the Minister for Mental Health): 
 

(1) In relation to the health unit in the Alexander Maconochie Centre (AMC), what is the 
minimum number of medical staff which are rostered on overnight shifts at the AMC.  

 
(2) How is the health unit staffed overnight.  
 
(3) Are inmates able to be monitored overnight in the health unit; if not, at what time are 

these inmates sent elsewhere.  
 
(4) What is the standard protocol for medical emergencies which occur within the prison 

overnight.  
 
Mr Rattenbury: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

1. Medical staff are not rostered for overnight shifts at the Hume Health Centre. There is a 
Justice Health Service medical officer on call roster.  

 
2. Justice Health Services does not provide 24 hour clinical services, and no staff are 

rostered overnight. The afternoon nursing shift ends at 8.30pm.  
 

3. Detainees are not monitored in the Hume Health Centre overnight. Overnight 
monitoring of detainees is undertaken by ACT Corrective Services (ACTCS). If 
overnight health care is required, detainees are transferred to the Canberra Hospital.  

 
4. The standard protocol for medical emergencies that occur within the prison at any time 

of the day is a Code pink – medical incident. This is a Justice and Community Safety 
code/ SOP. When Justice Health Service’s staff are on onsite they play a role in the 
response and intervention.  
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When Justice Health Service staff are not onsite i.e. from 8:30pm in the evening, 
ACTCS contact ACT Ambulance for all medical emergencies.  

 
 
Alexander Maconochie Centre—detainee employment 
(Question No 768) 
 
Mrs Jones asked the Minister for Corrections, upon notice, on 22 September 2017: 
 

(1) What definition is used for “employment” of inmates in the Alexander Maconochie 
Centre. 

 
(2) If an inmate is undertaking only educational program(s), are they classified as 

employed; if so, how many inmates fall within this category. 
 
Mr Rattenbury: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) Detainees in the Alexander Maconochie Centre (AMC) are considered employed when 
they are found suitable for employment and assigned to complete the required duties 
of a role. Detainees undertaking full time education and programs at the AMC are 
considered employed. 

 
(2) Detainees undertaking full time education and programs at the AMC are considered 

employed. On 4 October 2017 there were 50 detainees enrolled in paid full time 
education and programs at the AMC. 

 
 
ACT Policing—missing persons 
(Question No 770) 
 
Mrs Jones asked the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, upon notice, on 
22 September 2017: 
 

(1) In relation to the Minister’s answer to question on notice No 382 which was placed on 
the Notice Paper on 4 August 2017, what other matters are urgently broadcast in such 
a matter to receive information from the community. 

 
(2) What are the details of the recently introduced AMBER Alerts. 
 
(3) In what circumstances is the alert enacted and exactly what actions are undertaken 

when it is enacted.  
 
Mr Gentleman: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) ACT Policing disseminates and requests public information in relation to time 
sensitive and critical threats to community safety. Such incidents include, but are not 
limited to, natural disasters such as bushfires and floods, active armed offenders and 
terrorism related offences. 
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(2) The term ‘AMBER alert’ is sometimes used within ACT Policing as a collective term 
referring to all urgent  information dissemination and request mechanisms in respect 
of the incidents listed above.  

 
However, more accurately, AMBER Alerts are issued in child abduction cases in 
collaboration with the social media platform, Facebook. AMBER Alerts are used as a 
broadcasting alert system issued through Facebook.  
 
Facebook AMBER Alerts are displayed as the second story on the news feed of all 
Facebook users located within a 160 km geographical radius of the abduction. This 
alert occurs regardless of whether or not those users subscribe to any associated ACT 
Policing specific Facebook profiles. The alert is requested by ACT Policing through 
Facebook.   
 
The alert remains in existence for 24 hours unless cancelled by ACT Policing and 
includes a photograph, relevant descriptions and police contact details.  
 
Facebook AMBER Alerts complement the distribution of information by ACT 
Policing via its social media channels and traditional media outlets. Facebook 
AMBER Alerts provide police the ability to disseminate information to a larger and 
more accurately targeted audience than might otherwise be possible via traditional 
means.  

 
(3) Once the family of a missing child have consented, Facebook AMBER Alerts can be 

enacted when the following circumstances have been met: 
 

• There is reasonable belief by a law enforcement agency that an abduction has 
occurred; 

• The law enforcement agency believes that a missing child is in imminent danger 
of serious bodily injury or death; 

• There is enough descriptive information about the victim and the abduction for the 
law enforcement agency to issue an AMBER Alert to assist in the recovery of the 
child; and 

• The abduction is of a child under 18 years of age. 
 

Additionally, police notify the public via radio, television and other social media 
outlets and engage relevant internal and external stakeholders. 

 
 
Government—land development policies 
(Question No 771) 
 
Ms Lee asked the Minister for Housing and Suburban Development, upon notice, on 
27 October 2017: 
 

In relation to the Minister’s response to part (8) of question on notice 511 on 
21 September, did she state that the ACT Government had pursued a financial penalty in 
respect of the FOY Group’s failure to complete the contract for sale; if so, (a) what is the 
amount of penalty to be applied, (b) at what point will it be applied and (c) what other 
avenues are open to Government in the event the penalty is not paid. 
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Ms Berry: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

As per the terms of the Contract, interest for 115 days delay of $851.64 per day and 
$1,100 legal costs and disbursements totalling $99,038.60 was payable. This was paid at 
settlement on 19 October 2017. 

 
 
Access Canberra—birth certificates 
(Question No 796) 
 
Mr Coe asked the Minister for Regulatory Services, upon notice, on 27 October 2017: 
 

(1) How long does it take on average for a birth certificate to be provided to someone born 
in the ACT when requested through Access Canberra. 

 
(2) Has the process for providing a copy of a birth certificate to residents changed in the 

last five years. 
 
(3) Can Access Canberra shopfronts issue copies of birth certificates to customers at the 

time a request is made; if not, why not, and have Access Canberra shopfronts 
previously been able to issue birth certificates at the time a request is made. 

 
(4) How many birth certificates were requested through Access Canberra during (a) 

2015-16, (b) 2016-17 and (c) 2017-18 to date. 
 
(5) Do death certificates and marriage certificates get processed in the same way as birth 

certificates by Access Canberra; if not, can the Minister outline the differences with 
reference to timeframe and whether death certificates or marriage certificates are able 
to be issued at the time a request is made. 

 
Mr Ramsay: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) 3.7 business days. 
 
(2) Yes. Since 2015, applications have been able to be made online. There are also now 

extra service centre locations (Belconnen, Gungahlin, Tuggeranong and Woden) for 
people to lodge applications. Mail lodgement is also an option. Previously, there was 
no online application process available and the Fyshwick Births, Deaths and 
Marriages Office was the only physical location. The form has also changed 
consistent with various legislative changes. 

 
(3) No; due to restrictions with information access, and identity and security requirements; 

and no. 
 
(4) Figures are for issuing, not requesting: 

 
(a) 12,854 
 
(b) 12,313 
 
(c) 4,574 (1 July 2017 to 30 October 2017) 
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(5) Yes. 

 
 
Environment—balloons 
(Question No 806) 
 
Ms Le Couteur asked the Minister for the Environment and Heritage, upon notice, on 
27 October 2017 (redirected to the Minister for Regulatory Services): 
 

(1) In relation to balloons and their regulation under the Environmental Protection 
Regulation 2005, division 2.6, has there been any enforcement of clause 16 of the 
Regulation, being the offence for the release of 20 or more balloons. 

 
(2) How many complaints have been made of offences under clause 16. 
 
(3) How many fines have been issued under clause 16. 
 
(4) What education programs or campaigns has the ACT Government undertaken to 

inform Canberra residents of their rights, obligations and responsibilities in relation to 
balloons. 

 
(5) Are there restrictions on organisations who give out pre-inflated balloons to members 

of the public who then, in turn, might release those balloons but not be in 
contravention of clause 16. 

 
(6) Does information regarding the offence currently need to be displayed at the point of 

sale of balloons in the ACT. 
 
(7) Has the Government revisited this regulation since it was drafted; if so, what was the 

outcome of the review. 
 
(8) What is the environmental impact of the release of balloons. 

 
Mr Ramsay: The answer to the member’s question is as follows: 
 

(1) The Environment Protection Authority (EPA) has not undertaken any compliance 
action. 

 
(2) No complaints have been received by the EPA. 
 
(3) No fines have been issued under Clause 16. 
 
(4) No education programs or campaigns have been undertaken in relation to balloons. 
 
(5) No, as the balloons are not intended for release and are not released by one person. 

 
(6) No. 
 
(7) The Environment Protection Act 1997 and associated regulations has been reviewed 

twice since the commencement of the Act in 1998; once in 2003 and again in 2014. 
There were no submissions in relation to the regulations governing balloons. 
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(8) Balloons are potentially harmful to the environment based upon their physical 
composition. Any released balloons, at best may become litter. They may also end up 
in the aquatic environment where they may be potentially ingested by aquatic animals 
and birdlife. The regulations seek to minimise the impacts on the environment by 
restricting the number released. The Regulations are consistent with surrounding 
NSW Environment protection laws based on the number of balloons permitted to be 
released into the environment. 

 
 
Questions without notice taken on notice 
 
Litter—leaflets 
 
Ms Fitzharris (in reply to a question and a supplementary question by 
Ms Le Couteur on Wednesday, 13 September 2017):  
 
In accordance with section 13 of the Litter Act 2004, it is an offence for a person to 
place any unsolicited leaflet in or on a motor vehicle at a public place.  
 
People can report the inappropriate use of flyers via Access Canberra on 13 22 81. 
City rangers will attend and investigate the complaint. 
 
Government—ex gratia payments 
 
Mr Barr (in reply to a question and a supplementary question by Mr Coe on Tuesday, 
19 September 2017):  
 
Question 1: Act of grace payments do not include a non-disclosure clause. Section 
130 (10) of the Financial Management Act 1996 (FMA) states that the notes relating 
to a payment must not disclose the identity of the payee unless disclosure was agreed 
to by the payee as a condition of authorising the payment. 
 
Question 2: Information relating to the grounds for each act of grace payment is 
reported in notes to the financial statements of the relevant Directorates and Territory 
Authorities. 
 
Question 3: The FMA requires each Directorate and Territory Authority to report 
information about the act of grace payments made in each financial year in the notes 
to their entity’s financial statements, which are audited by the ACT Audit Office as 
part of its annual program.  
 
I understand that, in the past where there have been multiple act of grace payments 
made during a particular financial year, there have been instances where such 
payments have been presented on a category basis to simplify the disclosure of 
information being reported.   
 
Public housing—Holder 
 
Ms Berry (in reply to a question by Mr Hanson on Thursday, 21 September 2017):  
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The Public Housing Renewal Taskforce regularly updates its website to reflect the 
latest design refinements to public housing projects. In order to accurately 
communicate to the broader community, the Public Housing Renewal Taskforce takes 
the required time to finalise summaries of meetings with community representatives 
before they are uploaded. The website for part Block 2 Section 21 in Holder is up to 
date as at 4 October 2017 following the most recent meetings with the Holder 
Community Action Group. The Public Housing Renewal Taskforce expects further 
updates to this website in the near future as the Development Application is prepared. 
 
Land—Dickson land swap 
 
Mr Barr (in reply to a supplementary question by Mr Parton on Wednesday, 
25 October 2017):  
 
The CFMEU may sublease part of the building but only with the consent of the Lessor, 
being the Suburban Land Agency. No consent has been sought to date and the 
Suburban Land Agency is not aware of any subleasing arrangements outside of its 
consent. 
 
Casino Canberra—development proposal 
 
Mr Barr (in reply to a supplementary question by Ms Lee on Wednesday, 
25 October 2017):  
 
21 May 2015 – Aquis Group met with Directorate officials and myself to present their 
proposal for the redevelopment. It should be noted that this meeting was purely for 
Aquis Entertainment to present its proposal and no minutes of the meeting were 
prepared.  
 
27 August 2015 – Aquis Entertainment presented the Aquis Casino Canberra 
Redevelopment Proposal to ACT Government Directors-General.  It should be noted 
that this meeting was purely for Aquis Entertainment to present its proposal and no 
minutes of the meeting were prepared. 
  
17 July 2017 – Aquis Entertainment meeting with Enterprise Canberra following ACT 
Government election and restructures within ACT Government. 
 
The minutes of the 17 July 2017 meeting reflect commercial in confidence 
negotiations between Aquis Entertainment and the ACT Government and contain 
information relevant to the assessment of Aquis Entertainment’s unsolicited proposal.  
Compliance with the terms of the unsolicited proposal Participation Agreement 
between Aquis Entertainment and the ACT Government prevent these documents 
from being made publicly available. 
 
I can however confirm that the minutes demonstrate that matters relating to Block 24 
Section 65 were not raised. 
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Casino Canberra—development proposal 
 
Mr Barr (in reply to a supplementary question by Mr Coe on Wednesday, 
25 October 2017):  
 
The Director-General wrote to the chair of the Public Accounts Committee, copied to 
the Chief Minister, clarifying the matter. A copy of this letter is provided at 
Attachment A. Refer page 5 of the question time Hansard from 25 October:  
 
“MR BARR: I understand that the director-general has written to the chair of the 
public accounts committee providing even further clarification in relation to that 
matter”. 
 
(A copy of the attachment is available at the Chamber Support Office). 
 
Casino Canberra—development proposal 
 
Mr Barr (in reply to a question by Mr Wall on Thursday, 26 October 2017):  
 
Refer to Attachment A – the response to Ms Lee’s question of 25 October 2017 
 
21 May 2015 – Aquis Group met with Directorate officials and myself to present their 
proposal for the redevelopment. It should be noted that this meeting was purely for 
Aquis Entertainment to present its proposal and no minutes of the meeting were 
prepared.  
 
27 August 2015 – Aquis Entertainment presented the Aquis Casino Canberra 
Redevelopment Proposal to ACT Government Directors-General.  It should be noted 
that this meeting was purely for Aquis Entertainment to present its proposal and no 
minutes of the meeting were prepared. 
 
17 July 2017 – Aquis Entertainment meeting with Enterprise Canberra following ACT 
Government election and restructures within ACT Government. 
 
The minutes of the 17 July 2017 meeting reflect commercial in confidence 
negotiations between Aquis Entertainment and the ACT Government and contain 
information relevant to the assessment of Aquis Entertainment’s unsolicited proposal.  
Compliance with the terms of the unsolicited proposal Participation Agreement 
between Aquis Entertainment and the ACT Government prevent these documents 
from being made publicly available. 
 
I can however confirm that the minutes demonstrate that matters relating to Block 24 
Section 65 were not raised. 
 
Land—section 72, Dickson 
 
Mr Barr (in reply to a supplementary question by Mr Parton on Thursday, 
26 October 2017):  
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A copy of the advertisement for the site from the 8 September 2014 Canberra Times 
Domain page is provided at Attachment A. 
 
(A copy of the attachment is available at the Chamber Support Office). 
 
Land—section 72, Dickson 
 
Mr Barr (in reply to a supplementary question by Mr Coe on Thursday, 
26 October 2017):  
 
The sublease requires the Canberra Tradesmen’s Union Club to pay for all outgoing 
expenses including land tax, general rates and water and sewerage rates. 
 
Payments were made in accordance with the following table: 
 
Date Amount Paid 
18 December 2014 $5,573.00 
19 March 2015 $5,573.00 
3 December 2015 $17,524.02 
13 April 2016 $6,909.27 
22 September 2016 $32,181.30 

 
Land Development Agency—Mr Spokes bike hire 
 
Mr Barr (in reply to a question by Mrs Kikkert on Thursday, 26 October 2017):  
 
The owner of Mr Spokes initiated contact with my office by way of a telephone 
message. My staff member returned this call. He did not discuss the intention to return 
the call with me or other staff beforehand.  
 
After the call the staff member provided a verbal update to me that he had advised the 
owners of Mr Spokes to continue their engagement with the Land Development 
Agency, as was appropriate in the context of the ongoing commercial negotiations at 
the time.  
 
Land Development Agency—Mr Spokes bike hire 
 
Mr Barr (in reply to a supplementary question by Mr Coe on Thursday, 
26 October 2017):  
 
Briefings on land acquisition negotiations were provided to my office on an as needs 
basis, both through formal advice and routine updates. The number of briefings 
provided for any given acquisition was influenced by the nature and duration of the 
negotiations.  
 
Land—Dickson purchase 
 
Mr Barr (in reply to a question and supplementary questions by Mr Coe and Mr Wall 
on Thursday, 26 October 2017):  
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The Canberra Tradesmen’s Union Club has paid the 5% deposit ($160,000) required 
under the Contract at exchange on 15 December 2014. Settlement is tied to the 
completion of the public carpark on Block 21 Section 30 Dickson (the site next to 
Woolworths). This is to ensure the Dickson Group centre maintains a viable level of 
public car parking during development. 
 
There is no provision for a price adjustment under the terms of the contract. Normal 
penalties apply if the purchaser does not complete once settlement is triggered. 
 
Greyhound racing—inspections 
 
Mr Ramsay (in reply to a supplementary question by Ms Lee on Wednesday, 
1 November 2017):  
 
Access Canberra, undertakes a broad range of compliance related activities on behalf 
of the ACT Gambling and Racing Commission this includes inspections associated 
with racing venues in the ACT. 
 
Since the establishment of Access Canberra, these inspections have incorporated a 
range of regulated activities such as liquor supply, security licensing and smoking 
restrictions, as well as specific racing and gaming compliance obligations. 
 
Specifically Access Canberra conducts the Racing Events Compliance Program. This 
is a scheduled program and aims to ensure that Access Canberra inspectors will be in 
attendance at each racing club for key events such as Melbourne Cup Day, Canberra 
Cup Day and other events where the level of interest may be increased due to higher 
levels of prizemoney associated with the event(s).   
 
All inspection activity associated with the racing clubs is to ensure integrity of 
operations and to determine levels of compliance with the applicable legislative 
provisions.   
 
Aside from general inspection activity associated with the Greyhound Racing Club, 
Access Canberra on behalf of the Gaming and Racing Commission (the Commission) 
undertook to ensuring that a recommendation of the Greyhound Racing Industry 
Transition Options Analysis (The Durkin Report), namely that a Vet be in attendance 
at all race meetings and trials, was communicated to the Club and that this was 
adopted.  
 
The recommendation was accepted by the Commission and the Canberra Greyhound 
Racing Club was formally advised that it was to ensure that a Vet was in attendance at 
all future trials and that it amend its Rules and Race Day Procedures to reflect this 
requirement.   
 
As a result of this requirement on the Canberra Greyhound Racing Club, Access 
Canberra increased its inspection engagement activities at Trials as it was incumbent 
on Access Canberra to ensure that the Canberra Greyhound Racing Club was aware of 
and understood this requirement.  
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There have been no compliance concerns identified during inspections.  
 
The ratio of Greyhound race event inspections in comparison to the total number of 
inspections whilst indicating an increase between 2015/2016 and 2016/2017 is not 
showing a significant spike in greyhound race inspections: 
 

• 2015/16 – the percentage of Greyhound event inspections in comparison to 
overall inspections total was 13% (22 total inspections: 3 greyhound race 
events) 

 
• 2016/17 – the percentage of Greyhound event inspections in comparison to 

overall inspections totals was 23% (84 total inspections : 30 greyhound race 
events) 

 
2017/18 current data shows that inspections related to Greyhound events in 
comparison to overall inspection total is currently at 17%.  
 
Access Canberra total inspection numbers increased in the 2016/17 period and current 
data is indicating that the overall inspection activities for 2017/18 will meet or even 
exceed the 2016/17 final numbers. On the basis of this information whilst inspection 
activities are trending upwards, they are trending at a consistent rate across racing 
codes.  
 
Greyhound racing—inspections 
 
Mr Ramsay (in reply to a question by Mr Parton on Wednesday, 1 November 2017):  
 
The Gambling and Racing Commission does not have any responsibility for 
investigating allegations of animal welfare breaches. 
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