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394 The CHAIRPERSON: I formally welcome you to the meeting, Mr McLachlan. The
Legislative Council has given the authority for this committee to hold public meetings. A transcript
of your evidence today will be forwarded to you for your examination for any clerical corrections.
Should you wish at any time to present confidential evidence to the committee, please indicate and
the committee will consider your request. Parliamentary privilege is accorded all evidence
presented to this committee. However, witnesses should be aware that privilege does not extend to
statements made outside of this meeting. All persons, including members of the media, are
reminded that the same rules apply as in the reporting of parliament.

In formally welcoming you to the committee hearing, I first invite you to make an
opening statement to the committee, if you have an opening statement to make, and then I will
open it up to questions at the end of any opening statement you might like make. I thank you for
your attendance, and over to you.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Thank you, Mr Chairman. I would like first of all to thank
the committee for giving me some latitude in regard to this meeting, owing to some previous
commitments of mine and of others. Mr Chairman, Mr Dickson asked me whether I would like to
make a statement, and I would like to take up that offer. I do so because much has been reported
on this issue, some accurate and some not, more especially in the last couple of years, and I need
to accurately put down what I believe to be the truth position on a number of matters to do with
development of Adelaide Oval and related matters.

I also point out that I am in two positions here, in a way. I am chairman of the SMA,
but I am also chairman and president of the South Australian Cricket Association, which is
obviously a related matter.

I intend to start with a little early history, which won't take long. In 1860, the
Adelaide Football Club established a home ground at or near the parklands, which was later to
become the Adelaide Oval. In 1871, the cricket association was formed and it got its home ground
to be the Adelaide Oval. In 1877, the South Australian Football Association was formed and
changed its name to the South Australian Football League in 1907. On 21 February 1923, the
South Australian Cricket Association was incorporated. In 1929, the VFL (now the AFL) was
incorporated as a company limited by guarantee. In 1965, the SANFL was incorporated.

As most people know, South Australian Football League games were played at
Adelaide Oval, as well as interstate games. So, in those days, up until 1974, football was played at
the highest level at the oval. Prior to that, in 1966, the Victorian league commenced construction of
Waverley Park in Melbourne. In 1967, negotiations commenced between the SANFL and the
SACA on terms and conditions on which the SANFL might use the Adelaide Oval for football after
1973, when the SANFL sub-licence was to expire.

Those negotiations continued for five years. In 1970, Waverley Park opened for
football in the VFL. In August 1971, Ray Turner, a senior accountant in Adelaide, was appointed to
be the investigator/negotiator, I suppose, between the SACA and the SANFL on future terms for
Adelaide Oval. Then, in December 1971, Mr Don Brebner, president of the SANFL, announced that
the SANFL had decided to establish football headquarters at West lakes and to construct an oval
there.
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The state government guaranteed a $21.4 million loan, from the Bank of New
South Wales, repayable over 20 years. Mr Turner's report was delivered on 3 March 1972, and he
made an interesting comment in the light of the current discussions between SACA and SANFL, in
that he said:

Finally, if full agreement on all issues had been achieved, I should have recommended that, as
requested by the league, there should be an understanding made by the association and the league that, on the
expiration of the present lease of the oval, on the 20th of June 1987, an application would be lodged by the SACA
and the SANFL to the Corporation of the City of Adelaide for the grant of a new lease to the association and the
league as joint lessees.

He went on to say various other things but, as we all know, Mr Turner's negotiation came to
nothing and the first SANFL match was played at Football Park in, I think, May 1974.

In 1981, the SANFL resolved to support an application for the inclusion of a team in
the VFL commencing 1982 and those discussions went on until 1986. In 1991, the Adelaide
Football Club joined the AFL. In 1992 the Adelaide Football Club granted a second licence for a
South Australian club but this was only to be effective when one of the existing AFL clubs merged
or went out of business.

In April 1994, the SACA CEO, Barry Gibbs, proposed in a letter to Leigh Whicker,
who was the SANFL's general manager, that a second AFL side, which the SANFL was
considering for 1996, could play home games at the Adelaide Oval, and the SACA made a
presentation to the commission in June 1994.

From then on, it is common knowledge that the SACA had talks with a number of
Melbourne-based clubs and a number of conversations with the SANFL. It had some contact with
the AFL but not much. The result of all this was that the SACA was not able to persuade the
SANFL either that Port Adelaide should play some games there or that any of a number of
Melbourne clubs who had shown interest in playing their home games on Adelaide Oval (or some
of them) would be allowed to do so.

There were other talks, one of them being a proposition mooted that other Adelaide
clubs or several Adelaide clubs could merge with a translocated Melbourne club and be the third
Adelaide club playing at Adelaide Oval. Again, at the end of all this, the SACA came to the
conclusion and the realisation that football at the Adelaide Oval would only come about if football in
South Australia itself wanted to move to the CBD, and so over time we have come to our present
situation where this possibility is being looked at.

In September 2007, I got a call from Mr Andrew Demetriou's office asking if I would
go to Melbourne to talk to him. At that meeting he told me that the AFL had long been worried
about a 30 year old AAMI Stadium, its geographical position and the cost of redeveloping it, and
that the AFL was interested in looking at other potential stadia possibilities in Adelaide and would
we at Adelaide Oval be interested. Andrew Demetriou made it quite clear that this was not a
proposition whereby some games would be played in the CBD. If the move was to be made, all
games would move to the new location if a satisfactory location could be found.

During the course of a number of conversations with Andrew Demetriou, we agreed that I
should commission Cox Architects from Melbourne who had been involved in the redevelopment of
the MCG for the Commonwealth Games and also involved in the new AAMI rugby stadium that has
just been completed and were also joint architects with Hassells in Adelaide on the current western
stand at Adelaide Oval.

The request to Cox's would be to see if they could provide a concept plan which
would fit 50,000 seats into the Adelaide Oval leaving the north end open; in other words, the
northern mound, the Moreton Bay fig trees, the heritage scoreboard and the views of the cathedral
were to be more or less as is.

When Cox's concept plan came back during 2008 showing that 50,000 seats were
possible and the north end preserved, it was agreed that Cox's plan should be costed. This was
done by the respected quantity surveyors Davis Langdon of Melbourne, and the January
2000 costings, which I think you have a copy of, show a figure of $436,400,000 for detail for
52,500 seats.

This figure, however, included $16,100,000 for an extra corporate level which was
to contain some 2,500 seats in the Adelaide Oval western stand. That extra corporate level was
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requested by the AFL and that was to, as I said, put 2,500 into the western stand, on which, of
course in January 2009, construction had not begun. The SACA did not agree to go ahead with
that corporate level because nobody was going to pay for it except us. The cost therefore would
come back on those original costings from $436 million to $420 million for 50,000 seats.

It was further reduced by $5 million because the Davis Langdon figures included
$90 million for the Adelaide Oval western grandstand, or the Adelaide Oval assets, whatever you
would like to call them; however, the payment in the end for that figure, as you know, has been
agreed with the government at $85 million.

So, looking at what those costings were then, and they are very conceptual, the net
estimate for the 2008 concept plan by Cox is about $415 million by the time we get to the end of
January 2009. Along with the Davis Langdon costings on Cox's concept plan came comparative
costings of other stadia that had recently been built. These costings were between $5,300 a seat
for Suncorp Stadium in Brisbane—which I have to say I haven't seen—and $9,400 a seat for the
reasonably recently completed Melbourne Cricket Ground northern stand which, if I remember
rightly, has 54,000 seats. Included was an estimate of $8,800 a seat for the new rectangular
AAMI Stadium in Melbourne being built in January 2009—as I said a minute ago, just completed
some months ago in 2010.

These Davis Langdon costings were paid for by the AFL, just to get that right,
because there's been some evidence given to this committee. The SACA commissioned the
drawings and the AFL paid for the costings. I noticed that several members of this committee
thought they were SACA costings. Mr Whicker did not know that the AFL had paid them until
recently, but I noticed that he was careful in his evidence to say that the concepts were SACA, and
I'm confirming today that the costings were the AFL.

As well, by the end of 2009, we at Adelaide Oval also knew that we would be
building a new western stand for a figure of $8,500 or less, and I say 'or less' because it's a moot
point. But in September 2009 we had our architects, engineers and builders provide the SACA with
information which allowed our quantity surveyor, Rider Levett Bucknall, to estimate the added costs
in the Adelaide Oval western grandstand of heritage, preservation and conservation, and those
added costs came to between $15 million and $17 million. Some of those are state government
requirements, some of those are other requirements, but some of them we would have done
ourselves, anyway, so I'm not making too much of that, but it has been an issue for us all the way
through this building program.

The point about that really is that those sorts of added preservation, conservation
and heritage costs would not apply, at least to anywhere near the same extent, in regard to a major
redevelopment for the rest of Adelaide Oval. In other words, the cost of the western grandstand at
Adelaide Oval being built is just over $7,000 a seat, without the heritage costings added on, or
$8,500 if you include them. They were the figures that we had and that were about in January
2009, and some of them more recently confirmed, some of them in regard to stadia that were in
construction and some in regard to stadia that were either completed or nearly completed.

I have read, chairman, what other people giving evidence to this committee have
said about whether or not one should have known that the Davis Langdon figure was a reasonable
cost or not, but the quantity surveyors produced their figures and the backup figures of other
examples. So, I have produced these figures. They were the figures and facts, all the figures we
had, and in regard to the western stand, those figures are, well, near enough to the fact. I'm
reluctant to make them the absolute fact because there are still some negotiations, as you might
imagine, to do with variations on contracts and so forth. But I can say that, in the broad, that's
about it.

I noticed that you, chairman, have made much of the fact that Mr Rod Hook said
that he didn't think it could be done for $450 million, but nothing of the fact that he gave evidence to
you from another question—I can't remember whether it was Mr Finnigan, perhaps, who asked the
question—that he thought it could be done for $535 million.

As I have alluded to earlier, during the course of 2007-08, I had many, many
conversations with Andrew Demetriou, who sensibly became the go-between, the negotiator, if you
like, or the facilitator between SANFL and SACA in those early days.
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So, between the SACA, the SANFL and the AFL we tested some different
solutions; for example, the option of the SANFL leasing the Adelaide Oval for the whole of the
winter while the SACA held the existing head lease. In the end, all parties agreed to the current
philosophy, and that is that the Adelaide Oval Stadium will be operated by a joint venture company
(the Stadium Management Authority) with 50 per cent of the ownership to SANFL and 50 per cent
of the ownership to SACA, with an equal number of directors from each the SANFL and SACA, and
it would be managed in the best interests of the two shareholders and other sports that are played
at the highest level in South Australia, which reflects the terms of the lease from the Adelaide City
Council again in the broad.

Meetings and conversations were held on and off with various people from
September 2007 and, as Mr Whicker has shown in his evidence, finally there was a two-day
meeting in Melbourne in early November at which the term sheet or memorandum of
understanding was agreed. This term sheet is quite a detailed document—most of its conditions
are still in place—and in any case, can only be changed by mutual agreement when the two sides
have thought of a better solution, which has happened once or twice and I am sure will happen
again.

On 1 December 2009, after a series of negotiations, mostly relayed through
Andrew Demetriou, agreement was reached and confirmed in the Premier's office in which the
Premier said he understood that SACA and SANFL had come to an accommodation whereby we
would endeavour, over a period of months, to see whether we could work together to produce an
Adelaide Oval solution for cricket and football.

On the following day, on 2 December, the announcement was made that the
government was prepared to put $450 million on the table if SANFL and SACA could reach a
legally binding agreement by 30 June 2010. That process started in December last year and has
continued for six months with some 200 or more consultants involved—architects, engineers, traffic
flow people, carparking possibilities, commercial investment in carparking; discussions and
preliminaries, including risk assessment and modelling of corporate and personal memberships;
legal work, consideration of the necessary frameworks and a host of other matters, including
pedestrian flows and the like; a myriad of other matters that were to be solved by 30 June, with the
$450 million designated by the government for the purpose. The task is still the same; the amount
of money is now $535 million and the deadline is 31 August.

The SMA, as you know, has four directors from the SANFL and four from the
SACA, who are endeavouring to find a solution which has the following ingredients, as Mr Whicker
has pointed out: (1) that the SANFL and the SACA reach a legally binding agreement; (2) that the
SMA has care and control of the precinct; and (3) that the $535 million is the limit of the state
government funding. Involved in this are some other ingredients which comprise: (1) a joint venture
structure which will work; (2) financial uplift for both shareholders; (3) a series of minimum
requirements being met; (4) a stadium solution which customers want to come to because they
have a great experience; and last but not least a stadium which is architecturally beautiful and one
which Adelaide is proud of.

This evolving stratagem has been three years in the making—in the early days,
slow and tentative but recently hectic and totally committed. The stratagem of bringing football and
cricket together has been a delicate task, but it is working extremely well and is being very
professionally carried out.

The point I am making is that there are some people who think this pie was baked
in a day. This pie has been a number of years in the making, and it has two ingredients which no
other potential solution in South Australia contains. The first is that cricket and football are played
on the same ground, which is undeniably the best business case, especially so proximate to the
CBD. The second ingredient is that these two major sports (cricket and football) will be in business
together—a unique solution not only in South Australia but quite possibly the world.

The SMA board and committee members are under no misapprehension that the
funding to be provided for this venture by the South Australia government for the redevelopment is
$535 million maximum, including the purchase of all SACA's stadium assets. It is understood that
the car parking arrangements, if they are to go underground to the tennis court area (which is being
mooted and looked at, as you know) will have to be separately funded. On that subject, we are
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currently looking at the possibility of 800 car parks or even a 1,200-car car park, and this matter is
being discussed with several potential investors.

It is also understood by the board that the timing of the flow of the money for this
project is extremely important and can save tens of millions in escalation costs. Of course,
everyone should understand that all the costings and all the talk in committees such as this or
anywhere else mean nothing until the tenders come in and, in the end, until the buildings are built;
not until then will we know the final cost.

The plan is not Labor's plan—it's football and cricket's plan—and we are trying our
very best to deliver within a certain set of frameworks and requirements and for $535 million. Some
of the requirements of SACA are not needed by the SANFL, and some of the requirements of
SANFL are not needed by the SACA, but we both understand that the time is now to get it right. To
that end, the SMA and its working groups have been very professional and very efficient. Their
discussions have been carried out in a very cooperative spirit. The purpose of everyone involved is
to find a solution that works. I emphasise that.

The conversations, meetings and overall communications between us all (and I
would guess there have been hundreds of them if we go right back to September 2007) have been
going on in a concentrated way for nearly three years—as I said, starting tentatively then moving to
a much more concentrated way altogether. Prior to that, much financial work was done at AAMI, to
which the SACA these days is privy with no reservations, and I think it has been described to you
by Mr Whicker to some extent in his evidence, so any thought that these deliberations are in any
way kneejerk or as a result of someone else's proposition is not only so much nonsense but simply
untrue.

In the Adelaide Oval redevelopment, we are looking at something quite unique in
the world: two sports in concert on the same playing field, next to the CBD on a famous place.
Through its fame on the subcontinent, I dare say the Adelaide Oval is better known in the world
than the city itself. I believe this finished product will be the envy of many larger cities. It will draw
people into this town just for the fun of being there and the experience, and all these ingredients
are being welded into the design, as well, of course, as the conservation and preservation of those
parts that are irreplaceable and beautiful. After all these years, we now have cricket and football
and unison, putting together their plan, and if that plan finally comes to fruition within the money
provided then it will be a very big decision for anybody wishing to oppose it.

I would like to address the issue of the first Rider Levett Bucknall cost model. This
was the model dated 16 February, which I think you have a copy of. There were two dates: one
was the 16

th
and one was the 18

th
. They are the same cost model but a different covering letter.

The figures are the same. Riders based this cost model on what they described as 'initial concept
drawings' and made the point that this was 'a high-level order of cost estimate based on limited
scoping information at this early conceptual stage' and said 'it does not include any saving
strategies or value engineering'. The best way I can describe it is as a generic assessment of
several concepts, and those are the costings that you have of February 2010 totalling $469 million.

Mr Whicker has given evidence that these costings were raised with the Treasurer
on 19 February. They were further raised with the government steering committee on 22 February
at that meeting, and the minutes of that meeting show that the cost issue was raised under the
heading Project Update. It was also discussed later in the meeting. I was not there when it was
discussed the second time. I knew the issue would be further discussed later in the meeting
because there were eight agenda items, and I wrote on my notepaper indicating further discussions
on that issue. I left the meeting at 3.35pm to drive to the Adelaide Oval to chair the monthly board
meeting of SACA which starts at 4pm. The minutes of this meeting of 22 February show that the
discussion followed that these estimates were preliminary only and could not be relied on. After
three weeks of work, I have to say this was pretty obvious.

I would also like to clear up an issue in which I was involved on 2 July this year, in
an interview on the ABC with Matthew Abraham and David Bevan. I was asked whether I or
anyone at the SACA—

395 The CHAIRPERSON: 2 June, Mr McLachlan?
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The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: June, yes. I'm sorry; I've written the wrong one, which is
why I was hesitating; I thought it was wrong. Correct. Nice of you to let me know where I was and
when I was, thank you.

396 The CHAIRPERSON: We're here to assist, you understand.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Thanks. I was asked whether I or anyone at the
SACA let Bruce Carter know that the cost would increase beyond the original deal announced in
December last year. I answered: yes, we told them in a very cursory review in February when the
thing had only been going for a couple of weeks. I said we had some plans and they looked as
though they were going to be expensive. I said January is a holiday month, and by whatever date it
was in February we went along and said, 'This thing's looking expensive.' I quote, whatever day I
said that. I was of course referring to 22 February, two days after the election was called. I did not
remember the date. I then said when we got to the election period we didn't discuss anything with
anybody. I was wrong by two days, because obviously the election was called on 20 February, and
Mr Carter pointed this out to me rather pointedly when he got back from overseas. I agreed my
language was loose, because the day we first told the steering committee it was two days after the
election was called, I knew of course that Mr Whicker had talked to the Treasurer. I apologised to
Mr Carter, and he has made that apology public on the ABC and, I think, to The Advertiser.

A couple of other issues I'd like to raise—because this has got 'ours' here, the note
I got: in the process of the last several months, Mr Whicker and I, who are the spokesmen for the
SMA, have tried to keep out of the political debate, but in some cases some of the statements that
have been made have been so inaccurate that we have simply had to address them. So I'd like to
just make a statement at this committee formally about the SACA's financial position. That is, if the
joint venture between SACA and the SANFL does not go ahead, the SACA board is completely
comfortable with the level of debt at SACA, and that debt that it will be carrying at the end of the
construction of the new 14,120-seat western grandstand.

During the 20 years prior to the western grandstand, we at SACA have completed
nearly $50 million of capital works, which has a greater value in today's terms, of course, and have
had no problems in providing capital and servicing the borrowings incurred. Those works include
the Bradman, Chappell and Clem Hill stands, the resurfacing of the playing area, the lights, the
drainage of that playing area, the lights for the Bradman collection museum, and so on.

If the joint venture between SANFL and SACA goes ahead, it's been agreed by all
parties that the SACA will be paid $85 million of the state's $535 million in recognition of the assets,
including the new 14,000 western grandstand that it will be providing to the new joint venture. Other
assets, including access to an oval with proximity to the city and located in the parklands, existing
lease to use the land for sports purposes, 34 years remaining, the northern mounds and the
historic scoreboard and the Adelaide Oval's enviable international reputation are important issues.

What is happening is that SACA is selling all its stadium assets to the SMA, paid
for by the government money. After that has happened, half those assets will be delivered back to
the SACA, and the other half will be delivered to the SANFL. That is actually what's happened and
that is what is happening, and that is what the documents will show when we get to that particular
point.

The other thing I'd like to raise, because these issues have come up and, as Mr
Cantley said to you, it's very complicated, and that is the issue of the SACA loans. I would like, with
your permission, to read what I have put down over the last few days to make sure that it is
absolutely accurate. I think Mr Cantley said that it took him some weeks to work out the details of
this loan.

In September 2008, Westpac was selected as the SACA's preferred financial
provider. In October 2008, a $67 million loan facility was established. In November 2009,
SACA formally requested an additional $16.5 million funding for the western grandstand, which
was not supported by the bank. Discussions continued but no agreement was reached. There was
no finality to those discussions; in other words, they were still going.

On 1 December 2009, the firm understanding of the arrangements with the South
Australian Treasurer was that SACA would receive a $30 million grant prior to Christmas, which
would be part payment for the assets SACA would be providing as part of the then $450 million
SMA deal. SACA understood that, if the deal subsequently did not proceed, this grant would at that
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point convert to a loan. It was understood by SACA that, if the Adelaide Oval redevelopment went
ahead, SACA would receive $85 million for its assets, including the above $30 million I have just
mentioned.

On 2 December 2009, the state government announced the $450 million
SMA deal. During the period between 2 and 16 December 2009, negotiations with the government
regarding the $30 million payment continued and the terms changed from being a grant to being a
loan. Then, between then until 18 and 19 February 2010, the documentation for the $30 million
guarantee/loan was executed; this was some two months after the expected date. These
arrangements provided for the existing Westpac loan to be increased from $67 million to
$85 million and included a Treasurer's guarantee of $30 million, which later would become a loan,
and the Westpac facility reduced to $55 million.

Because the terms of the agreement for the $30 million commitment changed from
a grant to a guarantee/loan, it was agreed that the government would pay the interest charges in
order to put SACA in exactly the same position as if it had received the grant as originally promised
in December 2009.

If a legally binding agreement to proceed with the Adelaide Oval redevelopment is
not reached between SACA and the SANFL at the completion of the current construction of the
western grandstand, SACA would have a $30 million loan with the government and a $55 million
loan with Westpac. If the joint venture agreement with the SANFL is signed and approved by the
government, the $55 million loan with Westpac will be progressively taken over by the state
government. This would meant that, at the completion of the current construction of the western
grandstand, SACA will have a single $85 million loan facility with the government.

As payment for the assets that it is contributing to the SMA and the redevelopment
of Adelaide Oval, the government has agreed that SACA will be paid $85 million. There is a chance
that, notwithstanding the above legally binding agreement being reached, for some unforeseen
reason the project may not go ahead. As such, it has been agreed that, rather than make the
$85 million payment at the time of this SACA/SANFL agreement, the above loan be kept in place,
with interest capitalised, until such time as the project has received all approvals and construction
contract for the redevelopment work put in place. At this time, the $85 million payment will be made
to SACA for its assets, which it will use to repay the government loan, and it will be released from
any obligation to repay the capitalised interest.

Similar to the philosophy of the original $30 million guarantee/loan, the objective of
this arrangement is to put SACA in an equivalent position as if it had been paid for its assets at the
time of the SANFL/SACA legally binding agreement while at the same time safeguarding the
government should the project not proceed, which makes sense. I think, as confirmed by
Mr Cantley, because you will ask me the question, the total of the interest on that first interest
catch-up we talked about will be of the order of $800,000.

I would like to just address two more things if you don't mind. I would like to discuss
an alternative stadium plan that has been put up by the Liberal Party, called Riverside West. As I
said earlier, Mr Whicker and I have had to keep out of this political debate, because it was not our
business. Our business was to get on and try and find the solution for the objective, which was the
Adelaide Oval redevelopment.

So, everybody knows that the Liberal Party came out with an alternative plan. The
two documents that I was shown both revealed in the early days that, if it were an uncovered
stadium it would cost $850 million; if it was covered it would cost $900 million. Now, these figures
were sent to me in a document by Mr Terry Stephens in September 2009, and that document was
titled “State Liberals' Plan for a New Stadium at Riverside West”.

This was just prior to a meeting I had with Ms Isobel Redmond, in September
2009, after she had asked to see me on the subject of Adelaide Oval. At that discussion, or just
after, Ms Redmond left me with a more complete document, also dated April 2009. This document
was called “A Concept Plan for a World Class South Australian Sporting Stadium”. Both documents
had the same costings—$850 million for an open stadium and $900 million, with a retractable roof,
for a 55,000-seat stadium.

Then I noticed, from the side, during the election period, that Mr Stephens—the
Liberal shadow for sport before the last election—announced that the cost of their covered stadium
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at Riverside West was $800 million for 50,000 seats, which I presume was arrived at by removing
5,000 seats. So, the projected stadium at Riverside was 50,000 at a cost of $800 million.

Now I was immediately struck by two things. The first point I noticed was, in the
more complete document the estimated stadium costs do not include all the site preparation. There
is a major point in Ms Redmond's more complete document that says:

The site preparation will have been effectively completed and financed by the state government
by 2011, under its proposed new hospital plan—a saving of $157 million.

This figure was not in Mr Stephens' document that he sent to my office, nor can I find it—it may be
there, but I can't find it in any public document. But it is, of course, gentlemen, a real cost.

To call this a saving is, of course, incorrect, because either the state government
would already have spent the money in preparation for a new hospital or, if that had not happened,
the Liberal Party, if they had won government, would have had to spend it on site remediation,
which I understand is being done, or nearly completed now. Therefore, this cost must be added to
the cost of the Liberal Party construction, had it won the election and continued with the stadium.

So, if you add that figure to the $800 million, it brings the cost up. Now, it is quite
erroneous to compare costings between projects unless the costings of the two alternative projects
finish on the same date. So, the second point I wish to make is that in both these Liberal Party
documents that I was given it quite clearly shows that the costings are 2008-09 figures. I have had
them looked at by Rider Levett Bucknall, who are the people doing the costings on the figures you
have in front of you for our project.

So, obviously, to equate the costs of different projects, you have two include the
escalation factors so they finish on the same date. Otherwise, you are not comparing like with like.
Equally, you have to use the same escalation factors. The escalation factors that you have in front
of you for the current Adelaide Oval development show that the escalations are 3 per cent,
4 per cent, 5 per cent and 6 per cent for the ensuing years; and 6 per cent thereafter.

So, we get to a situation where, if you add $157 million to prepare the site (which,
as I understand it, is common to both the new Adelaide hospital and an alternative stadium, were it
to be built) and you add the escalations, you get $157 million for the site preparation, $800 million
for the stadium cost (reduced to 50,000 seats), escalation to June 2010, $24 million, and escalation
to project completion, assumed to be at the end of 2013-14, $82 million: total $1.063 billion.

If you take the Liberal Party documents and say, well, in those documents this
building wasn't due to start until 2015 and you further do the escalations through to 2018, you have
site preparation, $157 million; stadium costs, $800 million; escalation to June, $24 million; and
escalation to project completion, assumed to be June 2018 or thereabouts, $329 million: total
$1.310 billion.

All I want to say about these things, having sat on the side and watched—and I
notice you have a certain phrase for overruns; you like to call them blowouts—that's some blowout,
if it is true. I say, Chairman, you are requiring me to be as accurate as I can conceivably be at this
meeting. These figures have been provided to me by Rider Levett Bucknall in the last few days and
I have asked them to go over them in great detail from the documents that the Liberal Party had on
the table, and there may be others but I don't know where they are. We've looked and we can't find
them on the websites. I think they reflect an accurate reflection of the minimum costs of the Liberal
Party riverside railway yard stadium, at least using the figures shown in the Liberal Party
documents.

I just revert to the discussion I had finally with Mrs Redmond. I told her that cricket
could never leave Adelaide Oval for obvious reasons and I tried to persuade her that the best
business case was to put cricket and football together on the same ground, as had been done so
well on the Melbourne Cricket Ground, the Sydney Cricket Ground and The Gabba. I obviously
failed, but I noticed that Mr Andrew Demetriou has made the same point to her.

I did not tell her—and she did not ask me—that I had been in discussion with the
AFL since 2007, nor about meetings that I have previously described in this commentary between
the SACA, the SANFL and the AFL in 2008, nor other meetings that we had had, nor the myriad of
phone calls and other conversations we had had between us all amounting to hundreds, I would
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imagine, because it was obvious to me that the Liberal Party was going on with the stadium which
had been announced by Martin Hamilton-Smith previously and costed for them based on 2008-09.

So we had been sitting around unable to take part in that debate until now and
you've asked us into the den of politics. Here we are and I am giving evidence as I see the facts
and it is my evidence to this committee that the figures that have been put out and about by the
Liberal Party of it being an $800 million comparison to whatever it is for the Adelaide Oval
development are quite wrong. I hope, Mr Chairman, that when you, in particular, get outside this
committee you will be as accurate as you are expecting me to be inside.

One last thing: because so much has been made of the issue of the costings being
higher than the $450 million back in February, I watched with great interest during the election
(even though I got the announcement date wrong) and I was surprised because I couldn't find one
word in your leader's election launch about the Riverside stadium—not a single word.

In the end, I looked up the South Australian Liberal Party policies on 16 March
(four days before the election) and I wrote on the top 'pulled off the web today' and under the
heading 'Redmond is ready—State Election 20 March', I couldn't find a single mention of your
stadium. Of the 38 or 39 policies (I can't remember which) I counted on a three-page policy
document not a single mention of your stadium three days before the election. Of course, I did the
same on 26 May and, all of a sudden, there is the Liberal Party's vision. Anyway, having done the
costings myself roughly before I gave them to Riders, I could understand why your leader didn't
make much of it prior to the election.

One last thing I would like to say is that, while we have these little tiffs in South
Australia about these matters, we are giving the federal government, where the money really is and
has been provided for stadia around this country in gigantic numbers, we are letting them off the
hook. Money, as I saw when I was in Canberra, flows downhill to the eastern seaboard and it flows
uphill everywhere else, especially to this state. If we want to get support for these sorts of
developments, then these rows out there do us no good whatsoever because it means that the
federal government can escape its responsibility, 'They're having a big row down there. Too hard,
we can walk away.'

So my plea, Mr Chairman, is to see if we can make a decision. Your riverside
stadium is dead in the water, or alongside the water; it's finished, can't be done, not going to
happen—not there anyway. I just make a plea that we get over this thing so that we can then
address the possibility of real funding coming into this state from other places which, as you know,
has been talked about and is some sort of possibility. Thank you for allowing me to take 48 minutes
of your time.

397 The CHAIRPERSON: Mr McLachlan, thank you very much for your
comprehensive summary from your perspective of the issues. If I can open it up and go back to the
start of your opening statement, you talked about the work that SACA had undertaken with Davis
Langdon, which you said was funded by the AFL, but you also said that prior to that Cox Architects
had undertaken work. Was that undertaken by SACA at your cost or also at AFL cost?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I have checked with them (because I didn't see the bill
come in) in the last two or three weeks, and they inform me that they absorbed the cost; we
commissioned it. I went to the SACA financial people and I said, 'What was the bill? Did we pay for
it?' because I couldn't remember actually who paid for all of those things, but my memory was that
it was a sort of joint effort between the AFL and ourselves.

Mr Jonathan Gardiner informed me that we commissioned the drawings. Because
they were working for us anyway on the western grandstand and thought this was a possibility for
them, they absorbed that original drawing cost. Then, when we asked for costings to be done, they
commissioned Davis Langdon and wrote a letter, which they haven't sent to me (although I
requested it) because it was a letter between them and the AFL saying that to the AFL, 'It's your
responsibility to pay for this because you have offered to pay for it,' and that's what happened.

398 The CHAIRPERSON: So, the AFL paid for Davis Langdon. I think you referred
obliquely to the evidence Mr Whicker gave the committee in relation to this. He indicated (and this
was the extent of his knowledge only) on 28 June—so less than three or four weeks ago—
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The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: He said, 'Although no costings were included in the
term sheet, SACA by his own resources had developed some concept plans, which indicate—

399 The CHAIRPERSON: No, further on he said 'had no involvement at all in these
preliminary plans or costings. I remind you that these were the costs to the resources of the SACA'.
So, the extent of his knowledge was that SACA's resources had paid for the costings and he had—

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: It was. Can I say that I only told him (because I read his
statement the morning he was coming round, about an hour or so before he came round), 'I have
to tell you that this was paid for by the AFL.' The AFL hadn't told him. I can tell you way back then
this was very delicate stuff, and as—

400 The CHAIRPERSON: Were you required by Mr Demetriou not to discuss this with
Mr Whicker that they were funding this?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: In the early days, yes, but I have discussed—

401 The CHAIRPERSON: And that was a condition of the AFL's funding of it.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: It was in the early days, but I discussed it with
Mr Demetriou, I think four or five months ago, and said, 'You've got to tell these guys; we're in
meetings together', and he said, 'Sure'.

402 The CHAIRPERSON: And for 2½ years Mr Demetriou, having funded these initial
plans for the Adelaide Oval redevelopment had required you not to tell SANFL. Clearly, he hadn't,
because only three weeks ago Mr Whicker still didn't know that the AFL—

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: No. Mr Chairman, read it very carefully. I had told him
beforehand. If you read that very carefully, he doesn't quite say that the SACA paid for the plans.

403 The CHAIRPERSON: So, when did you tell Mr Whicker?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: On the morning that he was coming around to talk to
you.

404 The CHAIRPERSON: So, a month ago you told Mr Whicker.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: The reason I told him was that I didn't want him to come
here, because I had heard him say publicly at a press conference that they were SACA's costings.

405 The CHAIRPERSON: I think he might have said that the week before at the press
conference that the two of you conducted.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes, indeed he did.

406 The CHAIRPERSON: You talk about trust between football and cricket in South
Australia. For more than 2½ years you and the AFL were involved in a conspiracy behind the backs
of local football in relation to who had originally funded this particular proposal to take football away
from AAMI Stadium and put it at Adelaide Oval.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Well, I think to call it a conspiracy is nonsense. It's
Mr Demetriou's business whether he wants to tell his own football people, so you'd better ask him
the questions. As far as I am concerned, I was very keen to see whether 50,000 people could be
fitted into the Adelaide Oval, keeping the aesthetics as I have described to you. There were two
things to be done. First, could you get 50,000 seats in there without destroying those aesthetics
and the beauty of the place; and, secondly, what were the costings.

407 The CHAIRPERSON: Why couldn't you tell Mr Whicker and football that this is
what you were doing.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Back then I wasn't talking to Mr Whicker, as I have said
to you.

408 The CHAIRPERSON: I know.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: You know what's been happening. Back in those
days—not only in those days, but prior to that—we were trying to get football at the Adelaide Oval,
and we couldn't. Try as we might, we tried for: could we get some Port games; could we have
some Melbourne clubs that were in financial trouble—and you know there were a number of them.
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Some of them approached us: could we get some games. The answer was no. So, it was delicate,
but that delicacy has disappeared over time. You're going back into history, and you are right, it
was very delicate, but as time has gone on, and as I have seen in the last six months, we could not
have had a more cooperative group of people working together. So, let's get into the present.

409 The CHAIRPERSON: The information for the initial work that Cox Architects did
for the 50,000 seat stadium, when the Stadium Management Authority ultimately early this year got
something costed in relation to the Adelaide Oval project, did they have access to those Cox
Architects drawings? People had talked about it as a preliminary estimate of getting 50,000 seats
into Adelaide Oval, but did they have access to that earlier work that the AFL and the cricket
association had undertaken?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I'm pretty sure that Mr Whicker had accessed that
information well before the SMA was formed. I'm pretty sure, but you can ask him.

410 The CHAIRPERSON: Sure. But you are not aware then when Rider's did the
costing for the SMA earlier this year, did they do it on the basis of some architectural concept of
how it might be done? At that stage, as I understand it, the only one that you had was Cox
Architects' concept.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes. As I said, it was conceptual. Mr Carter has given
that evidence, Mr Whicker has given that evidence, and Mr Hook has—everybody has. It was
conceptual. There were three concepts. The roof concepts have been combinations of up to
12 different conceptual combinations which have happened since the February costing.
Mr Chairman, this committee is making much of that—or you have made much of that costing. As I
said to you, there was so little detail, it was almost generic. A lot of it would have been based on
the 50,000 seats; a lot of it, as I think Mr Whicker said, would have been based on the cost per seat
that people thought was around. I think the figure was something like $10,300.

But, of course, there are other ingredients. For example, there are a whole lot of
things that SACA own that are going to be knocked down and can be put back again, and so on.
But when I remember the conversations about what we were talking about, it was so loose that we
needed to go through the next two or three months, and we got to April and, of course, the figures
again were high.

411 The CHAIRPERSON: The committee has taken evidence that, in November of last
year, the South Australian National Football League—Mr Payze and Mr Whicker have provided us
with a document which indicated that at that stage they had heard that the costs of the project were
up to a $100 million blow-out, to use my word—I think he used a different phrase. Then on
17 November he wrote a letter to Mr Demetriou indicating, even at that stage, and this was prior to,
of course, the announcement on 1 December of the project going ahead, but on 17 November he
wrote that he did not believe that the project could be done for the dollars that were being talked
about, $450 million. Did you have conversations with Mr Whicker at that stage, and Mr Payze,
about their concerns, and did they raise their concerns with you that the project could not be done
for $450 million?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I saw the letter—

412 The CHAIRPERSON: Before?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: The letter of the 17th I think it was. I haven't got it with
me, but I think it was the 17

th
.

413 The CHAIRPERSON: So you were aware of that at that time?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: But as I have pointed out to you, and I took the trouble
to write this down for you, I mean, we have a stand, a very, very sophisticated stand being built for
around about 8,500 right now. The most recent I could find is the current AAMI stadium, which I
mentioned also in my lead-up remarks, which has been, as I understand, finished at just under
10,000. So that's finished.

The problem is equating one sized stand with another sized stand You have the
same problem, Mr Chairman. If you agree that you are able to take $100 million off your costs, in
your own proposal, by taking 5,000 seats out, you've taken them out at $20,000 a seat. It depends
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what is in the concept, and just to say that we should have been aware that it would have cost
more depends what you are building.

Back in November, about the only figure that you could take any notice of is the
cost per seat figure. Well, the only costs per seat that I knew were factual were the ones in the
example, which we are quite happy to—you may well have them, which were the MCG, AAMI
stadium—and Suncorp, which is not as well constructed, and AAMI has much more of the best
cover, and so forth.

One of the big issues in all of this, Chairman, is the roof cover, because that costs
big money. If we go for 100 per cent cover you can add, I don't know how much, but enormous
amounts of the money. You come back to an 80 per cent cover or a 78 per cent cover, and all sorts
of financial changes take place. We hadn't even discussed the roofs. So if you go back to
November, all we had was Cox's drawings, some figures, and Mr Whicker's letter.

414 The CHAIRPERSON: The committee has taken evidence that on 7 January
Mr Rod Hook, who I am sure you would acknowledge is a very experienced operator in this
particular arena, and Mr Carter, had a meeting where Mr Hook indicated that he did not believe that
the project could be done for $450 million. Did you have any conversations with Mr Hook or Mr
Carter in the period between 7 January and 22 February, when you indicate you went to the
steering committee, in relation to the concerns that Mr Hook had in terms of being able to deliver
the project for $450 million?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I don't remember them, but he may have said that at an
SMA meeting I was at. I don't remember it, but if I had I would have still had the other factual
figures in my head, and I'm much more interested in getting on with getting a design that would suit
the oval, the aesthetics and the rest, to see what it would cost, and we are still doing that.

415 The CHAIRPERSON: You said possibly at an SMA meeting but you don't recall:
did you have any other discussions with Mr Carter or Mr Hook in relation to the costings during that
particular period, from 7 January through to 22 February?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I must have had a discussion because I see Mr Carter
said that I thought that you could get $70 million off the cost by reducing it by 4,000 seats. As I
have found out since, there is an argument, or at least a discussion, between architects and
quantity surveyors as to how much you can save by reducing seats. And in those early days my
discussions with the architects were that, if you take the seats off the top, which is where they'd
come from, everything else is reduced in cost, much as you have said in yours, that you can get
$20,000 a seat off if you reduce it by 5,000 seats. I am told now that that is not the quantity
surveyor's view and that probably the reduction is less than that. So I must have had a
conversation with Mr Carter about the costings.

416 The CHAIRPERSON: Those issues.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes. They were views.

417 The CHAIRPERSON: Did you have any discussions with the Treasurer during that
particular period in relation to costings, either a formal meeting or any informal discussions with the
Treasurer, about the costings and whether or not the project could be done for $450 million?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Not that I remember. The first time that we had any
costings were—well, what, on people's views or do you mean on costings?

418 The CHAIRPERSON: No, any discussion with the Treasurer prior to 22 February
in relation to costings issues?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: No, no, not that I remember.

419 The CHAIRPERSON: Any discussion with anyone in the Treasurer's office?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Not that I remember.

420 The CHAIRPERSON: Any discussions with Mr Cantley, who is the senior treasury
officer in relation to costings issues?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: No.
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421 The CHAIRPERSON: And finally, any discussions with Mr Rann in relation to
costings issues during that particular period?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I don't remember talking to Mr Rann during that period. I
may have, but I don't remember.

422 The CHAIRPERSON: Now, in your evidence you refer to an interview you gave on
2 June with Mr Abraham and Mr Bevan, and in part of that conversation you said, 'Yeah, we sent a
series of signals.' And then prior to that—I think you've referred to this earlier in your evidence—
you said 'This thing's looking expensive.' You then went on to say, 'As I said the other day in the
press conference, progressively we told the government steering committee that things were
getting tough.' So, when you're talking about a series of signals being progressively told the
steering committee, can you describe to the committee what you meant by those particular
statements?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Well, the first one was Mr Whicker talking to the
Treasurer on the 19th, which I knew about. The second one was on the 22nd, where the issue was
discussed while I was at the meeting and then, later, further discussed with some figures—as I
read in the minutes—when I was not at the meeting, when I'd gone down to the cricket association.

After the 22nd, we didn't have any further discussions about costing until after the
election was over, and it became obvious as time went on—I can't remember what other
conversations we had but they will be in the minutes of the government steering committee
meetings. On 27 April, revised costings came up and on 29 April Mr Whicker somehow arranged
with Mr Johnson for the final costings, the April costings, to get through to, I think Mr Cantley. I'm
not sure if it was Mr Cantley or Mr Carter. It was obvious as we progressed on down through
February and March and into April, and we got into a more refined set of scope drawings that we
couldn't get the costings down. And then in April they were sent through. So when I said
'progressive'—to the Treasurer on the 19th, twice on the 22nd and then, after the election,
progressively on.

423 The CHAIRPERSON: When were you aware that Mr Whicker was briefing the
Treasurer on the 19

th
? Were you advised by Mr Whicker prior to that meeting that he was going to

brief the Treasurer on these issues?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I'm not sure, but I had a discussion with Mr Whicker on
the subject of the costs because we had had a presentation on the costs on the 17

th
at the stadium

workshop. So, we both knew that costs were an issue, and we had a discussion about costs
because we knew it was coming up on the 22

nd
. I do not know whether I knew that he was going to

have a coffee with the Treasurer. I don't know that.

424 The CHAIRPERSON: Did you discuss with Mr Whicker on the 17
th

and say, 'Look,
the government needs to be told this. Mr Foley needs to be aware of this particular issue'?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I don't think I knew that he was seeing Mr Foley, but I—

425 The CHAIRPERSON: No, but did you say that the government ought to be
advised?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Well, no, because the first thing you do is tell the
government steering committee. So, if I didn't know he was seeing Mr Foley until afterwards, when
I read it all—I knew on the 22

nd
because he informed—

426 The CHAIRPERSON: I'm not clear on your evidence, Mr McLachlan. When are
you saying to the committee that you were aware of the meeting between Mr Whicker and
Mr Foley? Were you aware prior to the meeting, or were you informed on the day of the meeting?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Prior to which meeting?

427 The CHAIRPERSON: The meeting that Mr Whicker and Mr Foley had on the 19
th
.

You had a discussion with Mr Whicker on the 17
th
.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I don't think that I was aware that Mr Whicker was
meeting Mr Foley on the 19

th
. I was certainly aware that he had met Mr Foley on the 22

nd
because

he informed the steering committee, and it's in the minutes.



I. McLACHLAN

BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE Page 69

428 The CHAIRPERSON: So, your best recollection is that the first you were aware of
the meeting was on that date of the 22

nd
. You had no conversation with Mr Whicker either before or

after his meeting with Mr Foley?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I have many conversations with Mr Whicker. It is
unlikely that I wouldn't have known after his conversation with Mr Foley, probably on the Monday,
or maybe the day of the meeting, that he had had them. I don't remember when he told me that. All
I remember is that he has had them and it's in the minutes. I also remember that that subject came
up twice in the steering committee meeting, once when I was there and, as I have written myself a
note, agenda item 9. There were eight items on the agenda that it was going to come up and I left.

429 The CHAIRPERSON: You are legendary for keeping notes of important meetings,
Mr McLachlan.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I notice what Mr Whicker said or what you said about
Mr Whicker and his propensity to keep countless notes. He tells me he's got a file on me about as
big as that door there, so I look forward to reading it at some time—prior to when we got together at
the SMA, when I'm sure it would be less.

430 The CHAIRPERSON: I'm sure that's the case.

431 The Hon. B.V. FINNIGAN: The meeting between Mr Whicker and the Treasurer,
which was principally about local football issues, was on the evening of Friday 19 March, and then
the steering committee met on Monday the 22

nd
.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I think it's Tuesday the 22
nd

.

432 The Hon. B.V. FINNIGAN: Tuesday the 22
nd

, sorry. That was, to your recollection,
the first time you were aware that Mr Whicker had spoken to the Treasurer.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I may have been aware on the Monday. Look, honestly,
as I said to the chairman, I can't remember whether I knew the day before or not, but I knew that he
would bring it up at the steering committee on the 22

nd
. I might just say on the steering committee

that you will see that there is an agenda item on there which is called 'Project Update'. That is quite
a detailed item, and I did notice Mr Carter said, 'You would have thought that they would bring this
issue up.' But that is when you bring up all the issues and Mr Whicker is very detailed and, as it
says there, he discussed the issue under Project Update, and then after I left the meeting we
discussed it again.

433 The Hon. B.V. FINNIGAN: You mentioned that you met with Ms Redmond, the
Leader of the Opposition. Was that in September 2009?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: September, yes.

434 The Hon. B.V. FINNIGAN: And you said that cricket wouldn't be interested in
moving from Adelaide Oval. Could you just clarify what you communicated at that time? Is it that
there were no circumstances under which the SACA would be interested in Australia playing
anywhere other than Adelaide Oval?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I did. I think if I was to advocate moving cricket from the
Adelaide Oval somebody would line me up against the wall and shoot me, and that would be a
proper result.

435 The CHAIRPERSON: Hear, hear!

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I really think that would be the case.

436 The Hon. D.W. RIDGWAY: Given that Mr Finnigan has raised that meeting, I just
want to check what you said. You said you did not tell Mrs Redmond that you had been in
discussions with the AFL or the SANFL at all. At what time did discussions with the state
government start? You have been in discussions with the SANFL and the AFL for 2½ years. At
what point did you approach the state government?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: The negotiator/facilitator in all this is Andrew Demetriou.
Remember: you have two organisations that have hardly been in contact for whatever number of
years it is. He had contact with Mr Foley—and I don't know when that all started. I think by the
middle of 2009 or even earlier—probably earlier—the AFL had come to the absolute conclusion
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that the only serious possibility was Adelaide Oval. Remember that I am talking about starting in
2010. Mr Demetriou had been making noises publicly about AAMI Stadium being old hat before
that even, so this has been a progressive feast in that respect. When did I first talk to the
Treasurer? I could look it up, but I think probably mid-2009. I can't remember, but something like
that.

437 The Hon. D.W. RIDGWAY: A point of clarification: I know we don't want people to
speak of this, but if the project as we are talking about it today does not proceed, the loan that you
will then have with the government, I thought you said (and I might be wrong) that, at the end, it
would be an $85 million loan with the government.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: It is very complicated. I will have to go back to the right
page, but Mr Cantley has negotiated this. Mr Cantley is very good at negotiating these things, as
we have found. What he said is, if we get to the point of having a legally-binding agreement with
the SANFL, we don't want to get to another position where, suddenly, for some extraordinary
reason, the thing falls over—there is a calamity of some sort or other—and SACA has been paid
out and there is no recourse back again.

When you get the Hansard, those words have been very carefully drafted through
there and put down, and Mr Cantley has organised it so that there is no risk to the government that,
if the thing doesn't finally happen—a war starts; I don't know what—then the obligation still remains
with the SACA to pay the $85 million. That will then be $85 million to the government at that point.
So, that's where we are at. That has been negotiated, as I understand it, in the last few weeks, just
to be sure that the government is absolutely covered and the SACA doesn't walk away with its
money because some other calamity takes place, which is extremely unlikely and nobody is
contemplating it, but it is a cautionary move by the Treasury officer.

438 The Hon. D.W. RIDGWAY: I am sure you would have read Mr Hook's evidence.
His summation was that he thought the best that could be achieved by 31 August would be a
conditional agreement.

439 The Hon. B.V. FINNIGAN: It was Mr Carter who said that.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes.

440 The Hon. D.W. RIDGWAY: I do beg your pardon. Thank you, Mr Finnigan;
Mr Carter said that. In your assessment, is that a reasonable expectation?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes.

441 The Hon. D.W. RIDGWAY: If a conditional agreement is arrived at, when would
your expectation be that a full agreement will be reached?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Well, it's conditional. Let me give you just two
examples. After we signed a legally binding agreement that we want to go ahead with this thing,
there will be eight months of serious detailed drawings to take place, as I understand it. That's tight,
but it can be done. It can be done because six months of drawing have taken place, but when you
get to the detailed engineering and other drawings, that will take eight months. Then you will go to
tender. We think six weeks, eight weeks, some figure like that. Now if the tenders all come in and
it's all wrong, then that is a condition, must be a condition. If the tenders come in at some figure
that is close, then no doubt SANFL and SACA and the SMA will have to make a decision. So that's
the best example I can think of as to why it will be conditional.

442 The CHAIRPERSON: Just on that, given that SANFL have set a non-negotiable
condition that they will not put one dollar into any blow-out or overrun or unconditional cost,
whatever word or phrase you want to use, on the scenario you're painting that ultimately the final
tenders won't come in at the minimum until close to this time next year—eight months for drawings
and another two months for tender documents, so you're talking 10 to 11 months before you are
going to get a final decision on this—how can you envisage this proceeding if SANFL retains its
position of a non-negotiable condition, which they have made quite clear to this committee and to
you and to the government, over a long period of time, that they will not be responsible for putting a
dollar into any additional cost on this project?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: It may or may not come up.

443 The CHAIRPERSON: But you won't know that for 10 or 11 months.
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The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Correct. Absolutely right.

444 The CHAIRPERSON: So how does SANFL sign up on—SANFL would sign up on
31 August conditionally that we will not go ahead if this is over the government-allocated cost, but
you won't find that out until 10 or 11 months down the track.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: How else would you find it out, Mr Lucas? How else
would you, in your own proposition, which is dead; how else would you have found it out? You can
only find out what you can do when you get to the point of the builder saying 'I will give you a
maximum build price, or whatever it is, and even then you will have to make contingency
allowances in the owner's books about—

445 The CHAIRPERSON: Mr McLachlan, as you would know, with any other project,
whether it's private or public, you have somebody who is prepared to fund it, or prepared to at least
consider funding it. If you're going to have a situation such as we have at the moment, where the
government says it won't put one dollar extra in, football says they won't put one dollar extra in, you
don't have one dollar extra to put in, if I can venture that opinion, there isn't anybody who is even
prepared to contemplate putting a dollar in.

The Hon. I McLACHLAN: Can I just take you up on one point? That is absolutely
wrong. You have just said that this thing, if it goes ahead—let's say there was an overrun in the
tender, and you've just said SACA hasn't got a dollar. If we go ahead, we won't owe anybody a
cent. I have heard your leader on the subject of SACA being broke. She did a disgraceful interview
on Bevan, which forced me on to try and clear things up, where she shot the breeze on SACA
being broke. But if we've already been paid for the thing to go ahead, and it's going to go ahead on
the basis of—SACA hasn't—

446 The CHAIRPERSON: Mr McLachlan, if SACA is in such a healthy financial
position, why did Westpac say to you they wouldn't even lend you an extra $16 million without a
government guarantee?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I've been through that in great detail. I've been through
that—

447 The CHAIRPERSON: You haven't answered that question.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: As I say, I've been through that—

448 The CHAIRPERSON: You couldn't get the additional finance from Westpac—and
this was the evidence from Mr Carter and Mr Cantley, and you've confirmed that today—you
couldn't get the additional finance from Westpac, because Westpac wouldn't loan it to you—

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I said—

449 The CHAIRPERSON: —and Mr Carter told us that the guarantee, the government
guarantee, was as a result of Westpac saying they wouldn't extend the additional finance unless
there was a government guarantee.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I said to you that we couldn't get the $16.5 million. Now,
I also said to you that discussions were continuing. We had some options. One of them, way back
then, was to reduce the scope of the building. That's one of the options. We did some work on that
and we believe we could have taken steps. I don't believe, no matter what anybody else tells you,
that negotiations with Westpac were finished, because they weren't. So, we were still in
discussions. However, the whole idea of the football's involvement in this thing meant that the
government decided that the best thing to do was to lend us the $30 million. I just want to make
sure that you are quite clear on that.

450 The CHAIRPERSON: I understand your position. I don't agree with you,
Mr McLachlan, but that is a fair position for both of us to adopt, I would imagine. Certainly, my
position is backed by the evidence of Mr Carter and Mr Cantley.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes, and I understand why you say that, but I can tell
you that I had many discussions with Mr Carter in the early days because he believed that, and I
disagreed with him then and I disagree with him now.

451 The CHAIRPERSON: Well, you had the discussions. He gave the evidence only
two weeks ago—



I. McLACHLAN

BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE Page 72

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I'm giving you my evidence now.

452 The CHAIRPERSON: —so he still disagrees with you.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes, of course—and so do you by the sound of it.

453 The CHAIRPERSON: Indeed, I do.

454 The Hon. B.V. FINNIGAN: If I can confirm what you were saying a moment ago,
which was that, if the redevelopment goes ahead, the funding the government has committed to
provide would essentially pay for the western grandstand as part of that funding arrangement and
SACA would be debt free. Is that what you were saying? So, there is no other significant debt that
SACA owes on any of the previous developments?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: What my board decided was that we would owe quite a
lot of money when this thing was finished and we could service it. You have to understand that
money comes in from overseas contracts from Cricket Australia. We are the sixth owner of Cricket
Australia, for example; people forget that, but that is the case. My board decided that, if we were
paid out—and I chose that figure of $85 million because I wanted it to be an exact figure—for our
assets, we needed to be in the same position as SANFL coming in as a joint venturer in this JV.
We needed to owe nothing if we were going to do it.

Of course, SANFL retains all its assets at Football Park, which we are happy with. I
have noticed the debate about it's a terrible thing that SACA is getting this money. What is
happening is that this joint venture is buying all the stadium assets of SACA. It's not buying the
cricket bats and whatever, but it is buying all the stadium assets, including all our buildings, our
indoor school, our houses, offices—the whole thing. We said, 'Okay; because we have this level of
debt and if we are paid early (I asked for more money, actually), we agree to $85 million.

Let's say that all those assets had been paid for by SACA and we had owed
$20 million: we never, never would have sold the place for $20 million; I mean, you wouldn't. We
haven't been through this today, but I can tell you that, even though we have had some money
from the state government and the federal government, we have spent an enormous amount of our
own money down there. Even if you apply all of that to the new building, all the rest of the building
would have been paid for by SACA, the members, patrons, customers and Cricket Australia, if you
like.

455 The CHAIRPERSON: Just to clarify, you gave a cost per seat for the western
stand redevelopment I think of $8,500: is it correct to say, therefore, that the total cost for you is
just over $120 million for that?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Mr Chairman, it's less. I'm reluctant—

456 The CHAIRPERSON: Isn't it $8,500 for 14,000 seats?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes, that's right.

457 The CHAIRPERSON: Isn't that $120 million?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Can I just say that I am reluctant to go to the last few
hundred dollars a seat because we are in negotiations with our builder—

458 The CHAIRPERSON: I'm not asking you to go in the hundreds of dollars. I am
talking—

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I told you it was about $8,500 a seat—

459 The CHAIRPERSON: Which is about $120 million, give or take a little bit. If you
are getting $85 million from the government by way of grant or loan, depending on whether the
project goes ahead, how do you argue to the committee that you are debt free? Do you have cash
resources?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: No. You said—at least I understood you to say—if this
thing were to go ahead and the tender was more than 535—you said—SACA wouldn't have any
money and wouldn't be able to borrow. We would have been paid, if it were to go ahead, our
$85 million. We would have no debt at that point—that's what I'm saying.
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460 The CHAIRPERSON: But we took evidence, for example. from Mr Carter, who
said, on page 36: 'Look, the government's original intention was that SACA would be debt free.'
That was his original advice from the Deputy Premier. Part of the arrangements were that Adelaide
Oval—so I presume the SACA—would go into this deal debt free. Now, that's why I'm asking you
the question. If it's $120 million and you're getting $85 million, unless you've got $35 million in cash
sitting around somewhere, which am not aware of—

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I know you're not aware of, and let me make you aware.

461 The CHAIRPERSON: That's why I'm asking you the question.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Well, okay, I'll answer the question. We have already
put the extra money in there before we go into debt. We have paid for more than half the building
already and yet we don't owe more than half of the value of the building to the bank. The answer is
yes, we have put our own money in here. Yes, we built the lights and the Chappell Stand and all
these things with our own money. So, I just want to be sure that you understand that SACA has got
a lot of its own money in this building.

462 The CHAIRPERSON: And there will be no debt left over for SACA—that's what
you're saying to the committee.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: If the thing goes ahead. If it doesn't go ahead, we'll owe
whatever we owe at the end of the building—close to the figures you were talking about.

463 The CHAIRPERSON: Is it $85 million or $120 million?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: No; 80-something. Can I just not go to that negotiation. I
am asking you. I would do it in committee if you want to.

464 The CHAIRPERSON: No, that's all right.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: But I don't want to—we are still in negotiation on every
single penny because the building isn't finished. The figure is $80 million to $85 million.

465 The CHAIRPERSON: Let me put it to you this way: if the project was to cost
$120 million with the western oval grandstand—if; I understand you are still negotiating—are there
any circumstances where SACA might end up having to repay loans of $120 million?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I don't understand your question. Are you saying: if the
deal goes ahead—

466 The CHAIRPERSON: No, I'm just saying: under any circumstances, whether the
deal goes ahead or doesn't go ahead, as you have explained to the committee—

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: No, I could never contemplate that at all.

467 The CHAIRPERSON: At all; okay. So, in terms of the government's commitment
then, under any circumstances—you said under certain circumstances, we won't go through the
detail, you've read them onto the record, there will be an $85 million government loan to SACA, in
a certain set of circumstances. There is no set of circumstances where that government loan will be
any higher than the $85 million?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: No.

468 The Hon. B.V. FINNIGAN: Could I just clarify something? The Hon. Mr Lucas was
using the figure of $8,500 per seat for the western grandstand. I thought that was the figure that
included the corporate level that you didn't go ahead with, or is that the current figure?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: That is the current figure. It's eight and a half or a bit
less. That's why I don't want to go into that detail with you, if I don't have to.

469 The CHAIRPERSON: Well, you had put that on the record, so—

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes, I had.

470 The CHAIRPERSON: It wasn't something I prised out of you. It's something I've
responded to in terms of the total cost. I think you had indicated originally an estimate of $7,000,
hadn't you?
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The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Only if you notionally take off the added cost that we
have had to put into the preservation and conservation of the western wall. The Giffen Stand has
cost an extra $2.5 million, just like that, halfway through the building project and so on.

471 The CHAIRPERSON: Just in relation to the interest payments; can you clarify for
the committee: do you agree with Mr Cantley's evidence that, come 31 August, the estimate he has
given of the subsidy—to use my word, you may well use another phrase or word—will be about
$800,000, or is it higher than that on your estimation?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: We think it is about 800. We think Mr Cantley's
evidence is pretty right.

472 The CHAIRPERSON: Okay. And that would conclude on 31 August. Even if there
is a conditional agreement on 31 August and, as you have just outlined, a final decision might not
be taken for 10 to 12 months down the track, the taxpayer subsidy of the interest costs concludes
on 31 August. It doesn't extend, and you are not asking for it to extend, beyond 31 August?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Can I just say, it is not a taxpayer subsidy,
Mr Chairman. We were promised the cash.

473 The CHAIRPERSON: Who promised you the cash?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: The Treasurer.

474 The CHAIRPERSON: When did you meet with him?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I met with him on the night of 1 December and that was
the deal.

475 The CHAIRPERSON: He promised you $30 million cash and then went back on it.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: That was the deal. We'd been talking about it as a
grant. I read it out to you. It was a grant.

476 The CHAIRPERSON: You didn't indicate who had made the promise to you.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: The Treasurer was at all times the final end of the
negotiation—had to be. It wasn't promised to us by Mr Demetriou.

477 The CHAIRPERSON: That was your first meeting with the Treasurer about it, on
the night of—

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: No, I didn't say that either.

478 The CHAIRPERSON: So when did you start negotiating with the Treasurer about
the $30 million?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I told—and I didn't ask for $30 million either.

479 The CHAIRPERSON: Did you ask for more?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: No. I was talking to them about less, and I was talking
to them back in early November, and I can get the details, but—

480 The CHAIRPERSON: Why, if you asked for less, why would they end up offering
you $30 million?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Let me just finish the answer. Because we then, by
early November, had these costs of the preservation and conservation of all the things we had had
to look after down there, between $15 million and $17 million, we were talking to the Treasurer
about the possibilities of getting a federal conservation heritage grant so that we didn't have to cut
back the scope of the western grandstand.

Now, remember by this time we are also talking about football being part of this
issue so we didn't want to cut down too many of the facilities for football so we had a 'skun out'
western grandstand alongside the rest of the final construction, whatever it was going to be. I
talked about the possibility of getting a $20 million grant from the federal government.

That's where we got to at the meeting with the Treasurer. During all the rest of that
time, I do remember this—that Andrew Demetriou rang up and said, 'I think that we have arranged
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that you could get a $30 million grant from the government if this thing goes ahead,' and I said that
would be marvellous because that would use our facility at Westpac and that would be fine.

481 The CHAIRPERSON: It sounds like a Christmas present—you asked for
$20 million and got $30 million, or an offer of $30 million.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I have to say I was very pleased but, in the context of
putting this ground to be the centre of cricket and football in this town, it's a very important issue.

482 The CHAIRPERSON: Now, have you received a letter in the last week or two from
the Treasurer—wearing either of your hats as head of SACA or the chair of the Stadium
Management Authority—in relation to the government's most recent offer and the position being
been adopted by you and football?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes.

483 The CHAIRPERSON: Is that outlining to you that the government won't put an
extra dollar in and the Treasurer's view that you should put extra money in?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: To the first part of your question, the answer is
absolutely. He said in the letter that he can't contemplate more than $535 million and that if there is
any more money then it will have to be considered by either the bodies or the SMA or whoever.

484 The CHAIRPERSON: Does that letter to you raise any issues in relation to the
timing of your decision and football's decision in relation to the 31 August deadline? Is it urging you
to try to reach a conclusion earlier than that if it's possible?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Earlier than 31 August? No, I don't think so. The letter
that the Treasurer wrote is exactly what I understood the arrangements to be. There's nothing very
new in the letter that he has written to us, just confirming them all again.

485 The CHAIRPERSON: Would you know whether or not a similar letter has gone to
football? I presume we would have to ask football that.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I know that a similar letter has gone to football.

486 The CHAIRPERSON: We are aware of what the non-negotiable conditions of
football are—that is, they won't put an extra dollar in. Is that a non-negotiable condition from
cricket?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: No.

487 The CHAIRPERSON: So cricket is prepared to contemplate—

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: No, that's not what I said. I said, we haven't discussed
it, so it's not a non-negotiable for cricket. My board hasn't discussed it.

488 The CHAIRPERSON: So, it's an option for your board to consider whether or not
it's prepared to either put extra money in or to incur further debt to help fund any additional cost?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes, and I will answer it as I did before. On the basis
that this proposition goes ahead, SACA would be debt free at that moment, but I have not
discussed that option with my board.

489 The CHAIRPERSON: It's an issue, obviously, that will need to be discussed with
your board, I assume, before 31 August?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: It would, but it probably won't be—

490 The CHAIRPERSON: Given the letter to you from the Treasurer.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Well, it would need to be discussed when the tenders
come in. The thing is that you can have all the quantity surveyors estimates in the world, but in the
end the thing that matters is the tender costs, and what matters after that is the actual costs. I
mean, it is not impossible, is it, that you have the quantity surveyors being conservative and
somebody who really wants the job gives you a good price? That has happened many times.

491 The CHAIRPERSON: I am sure you would be familiar, from your own experience,
that the reverse is sometimes true as well.
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The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: On the subject of the cost per seat coming down, I do
know—and that's why I was interested in your $20,000 a seat—that if you build extra seats the cost
goes up and if you try to reduce them the cost does not go up—you don't get the same reduction.

492 The CHAIRPERSON: In your presentation you went through—let me use my
description, not yours—an imaginative escalation of costs to, I think, $1.3 billion for a stand-alone
stadium. How do you reconcile what you have just said to the committee with evidence you, or your
Stadium Management Authority, has already presented to the committee, cost estimates by Rider
Levett Bucknall, which indicate that in terms of building a stand-alone Etihad stadium type project
in South Australia, the total cost for that would be just over $600 million in South Australia, a
$12,200 cost per seat? You have referred to other parts of that report. You talked about the
Melbourne Rectangular Stadium, the MCG and the Suncorp, but part of that report, which your
stadium authority commissioned, refers to a stand-alone stadium like Etihad, with a roof on it, being
able to be built—it would appear, on the basis of your experts—for just over $600 million.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Are you talking about the Adelaide Oval?

493 The CHAIRPERSON: No. I am talking about evidence that you, your authority,
commissioned from Rider Levett Bucknall, and in that evidence they refer to costs per seats, all
current costs—

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: What date are we talking about?

494 The CHAIRPERSON: This is the 17 and 18 February document that Mr Whicker,
on your behalf, tabled to the committee. They were all done on 'cost February 2010', which was the
time of the commissioning of your report, and a stand-alone stadium, Etihad, Docklands, comes out
at a bit over $600 million. Yet, as I said, using my word, you somehow imaginatively got a stand-
alone stadium in South Australia up to $1.3 billion.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I could get this information for you but I am pretty sure
that the latest estimate of putting Etihad back up together today is over a billion. I think—I am just
saying that—I have seen that in the last few days.

495 The CHAIRPERSON: I am just saying that your authority, you are the chair of the
authority, you commissioned Rider Levett Bucknall, they have tabled, or you have tabled, your
authority has tabled a document which indicates that the cost for a stand-alone stadium with a roof
on it, on a greenfields site, appears, on the basis of these costings, to be just over $600 million.
That is a long way short of your imaginative $1.3 billion figure that you presented to the committee.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: What year?

496 The Hon. B.V. FINNIGAN: Just for your information, Mr McLachlan, the
document—

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: What page is it on?

497 The Hon. B.V. FINNIGAN: It is No. 3 of the Rider Levett Bucknall document from
February 2009 where it says that the cost of Etihad, or Docklands, was almost $8,000 a seat.

498 The Hon. D.W. RIDGWAY: No, you've got it wrong.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: It's $7,940 a seat.

499 The CHAIRPERSON: No; $12,216 in February 2010.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: What page are we looking at?

500 The Hon. B.V. FINNIGAN: Page 6.

501 The CHAIRPERSON: You just indicated to me that there are two copies of this
document, Mr McLachlan. This is the one dated 18 February. I think you have said to the
committee, which I wasn't aware of, that there was a 16

th
and an 18

th
. The one we have presented

to us is the 18
th
.

502 The Hon. B.V. FINNIGAN: That excludes a retractable roof and car parking and a
number of other costs.
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The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Honestly, if I say to you that somebody else was saying
that it would cost $1 billion, and these people are saying that it would cost this or that—how old is
Etihad?

503 The CHAIRPERSON: This is the February 2010 costs.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes, have they done the escalations? Are the
escalations in there?

504 The CHAIRPERSON: Let's not quibble about this: these are your cost surveyors
that you have employed to do the costings on this. These are not cost surveyors employed by the
Liberal Party.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Perhaps I can best answer that by saying that I don't
know what they use for those things. I have just given you the figures that they are using for our
costings on the Adelaide Oval redevelopment—that is, 3, 4, 5 and 6 per cent and 6 per cent for the
out years—and I have applied them to your X proposition.

505 The CHAIRPERSON: But the error you make is that the $800 million figure that
was done for the Liberal Party included cost escalations anyway. You have added cost escalations
to it, which is a fundamental error, but never mind.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I'm glad you say that because if it's true you didn't write
it in the document, because the document says very clearly on the top that these are 2008-09
costings—on both documents—for 55,000 seats—on the top of the page, if you have a look at the
top of your page; and so I had Rider Levett look at that very carefully.

506 The CHAIRPERSON: Rider Levett are the ones who have presented this figure of
just over $600 million. Anyway, it is largely, from this committee's viewpoint, academic in that, as
the Hon. Mr Finnigan has pointed out to us before, we are looking at the Adelaide Oval project and
the last time I checked we are not actually in government for the next three years so any policy
position we did have or currently have—

507 The Hon. B.V. FINNIGAN: So, Rider Levett Bucknall are correct when they do
estimates for the Stadium Management Authority but incorrect when they do estimates on Liberal
Party costings. Is that what you are saying?

508 The CHAIRPERSON: They didn't do the Liberal Party costings.

509 The Hon. B.V. FINNIGAN: Mr McLachlan said that RLB have—

510 The CHAIRPERSON: No, he didn't say that. I think you need to check but I don't
think even Mr McLachlan would agree with you on that, Mr Finnigan. Rider Levett Bucknall did the
costings for the Stadium Management Authority. You might like to have a look at that and consider
it—

The Hon. I McLACHLAN: I'm quite happy to come back to it.

511 The CHAIRPERSON: In addition to that, were you aware that the South Australian
National Football League had done their own costings with their own cost surveyors for a
stand-alone stadium in the city (not on the same site as the Liberal Party proposal but you may be
aware of another couple of central sites that they were looking at) and that their figures were
$600 million to $700 million as well. Were you aware of that?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I am now.

512 The CHAIRPERSON: Okay. You weren't aware at the time?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: I don't think so, no.

513 The CHAIRPERSON: And that is very close to the sort of costings that Rider
Levett Bucknall are putting in this particular document to the committee. Anyway, if on reflection
you would like to come back to the committee, we would be very pleased to receive any further
contemplation you have.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Mr Dickson will, no doubt, outline why I have come
back.

514 The CHAIRPERSON: You don't have to but that is an invitation to.
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The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: No, the only thing I said I would find out for you is the
latest estimate that I have, and I don't know whether it's been done by quantity surveyors, on what
it would cost to build Etihad Stadium today.

515 The CHAIRPERSON: Sure, that's fine. The committee has just been provided with
a copy of the term sheet that had been agreed between the parties late last year. In the definition of
'the precinct', the term sheet said that the precinct would include all the areas that we currently
understand to be—that is, Montefiore Road, Pennington, King William—but the southern boundary
instead of being War Memorial Drive was actually the Torrens, and it specifically included Pinky
Flat. At some stage, I gather from other documents, the precinct removed Pinky Flat. Is that
correct?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes.

516 The CHAIRPERSON: So that we are clear that the current precinct is now
bounded on the south by War Memorial Drive.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes.

517 The CHAIRPERSON: The proposal for the underground car park that you refer to
in your evidence—is it to be in and around that area near the corner of Montefiore Road and War
Memorial Drive?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: It is proposed to be where the Tennis SA courts are,
which are non-contiguous courts, together with, I understand, the Memorial Drive Tennis Club—it is
quite a complicated series of bits and pieces—and to go more or less from the SACA boundary
west but not interfering with the Next Generation.

518 The CHAIRPERSON: So it doesn't go anywhere near Adelaide Oval No. 2 as
some people have been talking about?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: No; at the moment it doesn't. If we went from 800 to
1,200 we would go down an extra layer. Sums would have to be done on that basis.

519 The CHAIRPERSON: You talked about having negotiations with third parties,
which I assume is either a private sector party, the Adelaide City Council or someone like that. One
of the non-negotiable conditions from football is that the car parking revenue would accrue to
football during their football season, and I assume to cricket for the cricket season—that is up to
you, I guess. But certainly that is a non-negotiable condition from football's viewpoint.

If this is to be done by the private sector there obviously needs to be a return to
whoever it is that is putting in the—I think Mr Hook has told us $50,000 a car park underground. So
we're talking about $40 million to $60 million or something for a car park, depending on whether it
is 800 or 1,200. The private sector obviously needs to get a return on their investment. How do you
see that being reconciled with football's non-negotiable condition which says, 'One of the things we
need is the car parking revenue flowing through to football during the football season'?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: All I can say is to you is that we're discussing that in
some detail, and the discussions we have had in recent days are so fluid in regard to all of those
things and the commercial possibilities that I wouldn't like to expand on them here in open session
in any case. But in answer to your question, I did allude in my statement to the fact that some of the
non-negotiables have become less non-negotiable. We had two or three as well, but as you go
through these things you sometimes mutually agree that a non-negotiable is negotiable. My guess
is that the car parking arrangements will be one of those. I don't know where the end will be, but
they are being quite sensibly discussed within the SMA working groups at the present time.

520 The CHAIRPERSON: So you're flagging that, potentially, the non-negotiable that
football have been saying both publicly and privately, that car parking revenue has to return to
football, may well not be the case?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Can I just say that discussion has come up in the last
few days and I don't want to put anybody in a position where I am answering those questions for
them.

521 The CHAIRPERSON: I accept that.
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522 The Hon. J.A. DARLEY: In connection with the car parking, are you also
discussing car parking with the Adelaide City Council?

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes. Do you mean in their existing car parks or in a new
possibility?

523 The Hon. J.A. DARLEY: New possibilities.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes, in the new possibility—and I think it has come up
here before; I think Mr Hook mentioned it.

524 The CHAIRPERSON: South of the Torrens.

The Hon. I. McLACHLAN: Yes, we're looking at the area south of the Torrens. I
am not sure that Mr Hook didn't have it the other way around, and I am open to correction. I think it
is owned by the state government and leased by the Adelaide City Council, but it may be a bit
different. But it is an extremely polluted area. It looks like a sort of soil dump. I understand that—
and we are very keen on this—it could be that we could remediate that area or go over the top of it
with soil from the Adelaide Oval construction, that you would plant it out, that you could use it on
Saturdays or Sundays or whatever day the football is on.

It is 650 metres or something from the southern gate. It is a perfectly walkable
distance. It is about 100 metres more, I understand from Mr Whicker, than walking to the old Crows
shed, however far that was. But I said he didn't walk from the western side, he only walked from
the eastern side, so it's about the same. So it is a real possibility, and it is an area that could be
returned to green. I think it is a great opportunity.

525 The CHAIRPERSON: The most recent announcement by the city council in
relation to some city councillors, I suppose, that car parking must remain the province of the city
council, is that a formal decision of the city council that has been communicated to you or is that
the announced policy position of a number of prominent city councillors?

The Hon. Mr McLACHLAN: I don't know the answer to that, Mr Chairman. But I do
know that they are quite interested in the proposition that Mr Darley was just talking about, so we
are discussing it with them.

526 The CHAIRPERSON: But, at this stage, there is no publicly announced position by
the city council to you, which, for example, would go along the lines of saying that they must retain
control of parking on the Parklands, which is obviously an integral part of this project going ahead,
that is, football and cricket taking place?

The Hon. Mr McLACHLAN: I am not aware of any formal announcement by them
on it.

527 The Hon. D.W. RIDGWAY: Mr McLachlan, what is the intention, as far as car
parking is concerned, for the use of the Torrens Parade Ground? Is that an area that will be
utilised?

The Hon. Mr McLACHLAN: What is being looked at and been put to us by our
traffic consultant is that that area could be used during football days, as it is sometimes during test
matches, for some sort of parking, but it would be bus parking, we think; that is, probably out of
town buses coming to town, dropping the people off and staying there while the game is going and
then moving from there to somewhere to pick up their troops, much the same as it is with whatever
the road is alongside the Grange Golf Club. I see that, during football days, the buses park there in
big numbers and then I think they must move around and pick up people at a certain time after the
end of the game, on the northern side of AAMI Stadium.

528 The CHAIRPERSON: Mr Finnigan, Mr Darley and Mr Ridgway, do you have any
further questions?

The Hon. Mr McLACHLAN: I have one question.

529 The CHAIRPERSON: Certainly, Mr McLachlan. I'm not sure that we will be able to
answer it.

The Hon. Mr McLACHLAN: Can you tell me the status of the documents we put
into this committee: what is the status of their distribution?
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530 The CHAIRPERSON: They have been received and they are public.

The Hon. Mr McLACHLAN: But you did get a letter from Mr Whicker, which said—

531 The CHAIRPERSON: About minutes? Yes, and we had further discussions
through Mr Dickson with Mr Whicker, because it was difficult to understand which particular bits he
wanted to be kept confidential and which bits weren't. So, we asked him to come back and say
which bits he was talking about and, on reflection, he said that he was quite happy for all of them to
be made public. You can check with Mr Whicker, but that was the conversation between Mr
Whickers' office and Mr Dickson.

The Hon. Mr McLACHLAN: So, is that the general rule of this committee, that the
documents that are presented—

532 The CHAIRPERSON: Yes, unless it is resolved otherwise by the committee. We
are very open, public, transparent and accountable, Mr McLachlan. Some other jurisdictions might
not be, but we are.

533 The Hon. B.V. FINNIGAN: It is up to the committee if we decide—

534 The CHAIRPERSON: Exactly. If the committee resolves otherwise, we can do so.

The Hon. Mr McLACHLAN: So, if we put in a document and we ask for it to be
done in camera, you will consider that?

535 The CHAIRPERSON: We would consider that, and it would be a decision of the
committee, yes. But we start from the basis of a default position, if I can use a core phrase, of it all
being open and accountable.

The Hon. Mr McLACHLAN: So, committee members can take those documents
and do what they like with them?

536 The CHAIRPERSON: Indeed—can talk to other people about them; come and talk
to you about them; they can do what they wish. They can talk to their caucus colleagues if they
wish; speak to the Deputy Premier—all of the above. Mr McLachlan, thank you very much for your
time this morning. You will get a copy of the transcript of evidence, and Mr Dickson will liaise with
you in relation to that. You can make corrections to your transcript of evidence if you would like. We
thank you for your time this morning.

The Hon. Mr McLACHLAN: Thank you, Mr Chairman; thank you, gentlemen.
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