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| write reagardmg the above bill, its explanato At and | also refertothedoeument-LHhe ACT

Government's Preferred Way Forward on: Loose Fill. Ashestos: Overview.”
| note the guidi{ng principles and highlight‘the followin‘g:

e Despite any anecdotes to the contrary highlighted by the Canberra Times, nearly all owners of Mr
Fluffy homes bought properties wrthout knowledge that the homes would be a danger to the
community; :

e The Government has accepted that these homes are a danger not just to the occupants, but also .
the broader community and is seeking to mitigate its longer term risks and liabilities;

‘e Itseeks the existing owners to share these costs with them through a voluntary buyback program;

o ltseeks to defray the costs through a process where the valuation date for the government
purchase is fixed, but the sale date is of the government’s choice, and those purchasrng back their
homes have to pay the prevailing market value for their property;

e Treasury estimates that.about $1 billion will be spent and $700,000 will be recovered through this
' process.

The $700,000 recovered represents the amount that is being drawn from the existing homeowners current
and potential wealth. Therefore the existing Mr Fluffy homeowners are bemg asked to pay for 70% of the
costs of cleaning up a problem that:
a) Is not of their making (in fact, its makmg clearly sits with the government authorities that allowed
the product to be used-in the first place in spite of specific warnings of the risks associated with it);
b) . Represents a greater financial risk to the government than the homeowner in some instances
(particularly in the case of houses occupied by elderly residents).

~ It would be more Aappropriate given the two points above if the Guiding principal noted as:
¢ “provide a fair outcome for owners of affected homes”
Be replaced with a principal such as:

e “ensure that home owners forgoing their resrdences for the beneflt of the communlty are no
worse off for making this offer” '




This would of course require a change in the appropriation (with perhaps a fairer contribution from
homeowners being about 30%) and probably a levy on Canberra residents to support the appropriation.
This would be preferable than setting a precedent where some residents entire financial position put in
. jeapordy through the fairly random act of having bought a house without knowing that they contained a
highly carcinoginic substance. . '





