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Resolution of Appointment

At its meeting on Thursday 16 February 2017, the Legislative Assembly for the Australian Capital Territory (the Assembly) passed the following resolution:
“That:

(1) a Select Committee on Estimates 2017-2018 be appointed to examine the expenditure proposals contained in the Appropriation Bill 2017‑2018, the Appropriation (Office of the Legislative Assembly) Bill 2017‑2018 and any revenue estimates proposed by the Government in the 2017-2018 Budget and prepare a report to the Assembly;

(2) the Committee be composed of:

(a) two Members to be nominated by the Government;

(b) two Members to be nominated by the Opposition; and

(c) one Member to be nominated by The Greens;

to be notified in writing to the Speaker by 12.15 pm today;

(3) an Opposition Member shall be elected chair of the Committee by the Committee;

(4) funds be provided by the Assembly to permit the engagement of external expertise to work with the Committee to facilitate the analysis of the Budget and the preparation of the report of the Committee;

(5) the Committee is to report by Tuesday, 1 August 2017;

(6) if the Assembly is not sitting when the Committee has completed its inquiry, the Committee may send its report to the Speaker or, in the absence of the Speaker, to the Deputy Speaker, who is authorised to give directions for its printing, publishing and circulation; and

(7) the foregoing provisions of this resolution, so far as they are inconsistent with the standing orders, have effect notwithstanding anything contained in the standing orders.” 
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Recommendations

Recommendation 1
1.17
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensure that all budget papers are accessible on its website and that any website problems are resolved as quickly as possible.
Recommendation 2
1.21
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide future Select Committees on Estimates with an outline of all Output Classes for the coming budget on an in-confidence basis, including any significant changes, amalgamations or divisions and movements of Output Class across portfolios, to facilitate more accurate, speedy drafting and release of the hearing schedule.
Recommendation 3
1.23
The Committee recommends that future Estimates committees consider restricting opening statements by Ministers to five minutes. If a Minister has more information to convey, that could be done in a written statement.
Recommendation 4
1.24
The Committee recommends that future Estimates committees consider restricting the duration of responses to questions.
Recommendation 5
2.11
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government publicly report on the Human Services Cluster (Community Services, Health, Justice and Community Safety and Education and Training Directorates); and consider new models of cross-Directorate policy development.
Recommendation 6
2.31
The Committee recommends the ACT Government build the depth of allied health services available through Hospital in the Home to reflect the service availability of a traditional  in-patient setting.
Recommendation 7
2.39
The Committee recommends the ACT Government increases the current land development program to ensure a sufficient supply of land is available to stabilise peaks and troughs of supply.
Recommendation 8
2.51
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government respond to the Cool Little Capital Report submitted by Music ACT.
Recommendation 9
2.73
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government, in consultation with the arts sector, review the adequacy of CPI as a funding growth factor for key arts organisations.
Recommendation 10
2.77
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government increase arts project funding to the level promised during the 2016 election.
Recommendation 11
2.85
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government continues to fund headspace Canberra over the out years to provide youth mental health services.
Recommendation 12
2.86
The Committee recommends the ACT Government conduct a review of access to youth mental health services to ensure timely access and continuing support.
Recommendation 13
2.90
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government develop specific initiatives to address youth homelessness and housing affordability for youth.
Recommendation 14
4.7
The Committee recommends that the Standing Committee on Administration and Procedure clarify, by way of a publicly available document distributed to all Members of the Legislative Assembly, precisely what is considered appropriate use of the Office Support Allowance.
Recommendation 15
5.22
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government consider transferring the function of determining staffing budgets for non-executive Members of the Legislative Assembly to the ACT Remuneration Tribunal.
Recommendation 16
5.33
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government adopt meaningful indicators for diversity in the ACT economy.
Recommendation 17
5.34
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government report on diversity in the ACT economy to the Legislative Assembly as part of the Budget and mid-year update.
Recommendation 18
5.41
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government commit to engaging the community on possible topics for the citizens' jury trial, to ensure that the topic chosen is one that is interesting and meaningful to the community and is therefore good value for money given the roughly $2.8 million cost of the trial.
Recommendation 19
5.42
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the ACT Legislative Assembly with a breakdown of the $7.228 million expenditure on community engagement and coordinated communications in the 2017-18 Budget, which outlines the expenditure on training ACT public service staff in community engagement, hiring community engagement experts, and any other community engagement related expenditure.
Recommendation 20
5.43
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the ACT Legislative Assembly with a breakdown of the $2.776 million expenditure under ‘More and better jobs – Ensuring your views are heard – Deliberative democracy.’
Recommendation 21
5.50
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government table in the Assembly, the proportion of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in the ACT Public Service and targets for that employment, by the end of August 2017.
Recommendation 22
5.56
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government review the priority and resourcing given to complaints about non-compliance with approved Development Applications and report its conclusions to the relevant Standing Committee during 2017 annual report hearings.
Recommendation 23
5.62
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government update the Assembly on progress in revising the Memorandum of Understanding between the racing industry and the ACT Government.
Recommendation 24
5.63
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government table in the Assembly a table showing the distribution of grants for each recipient for the ACT racing industry for the 2017-18 Budget and forward estimates.
Recommendation 25
5.64
The Committee recommends that the annual report in relation to gaming and racing include a section dealing with:

amounts expended on the transition of the Canberra greyhound racing industry;

any amounts spent on related litigation;

the purposes for which the expenditure was incurred;

amounts collected for the Problem Gambling Assistance Levy;

an explanation of what the Problem Gambling Assistance Levy was spent on; and

a list of reports commissioned by the Gambling and Racing Commission, the amount paid for each report and the recipient of the payment.
Recommendation 26
5.65
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the Assembly with a response to the Access Canberra report on cash withdrawing facilities in gaming machine venues, including any legislative and regulatory changes, by the end of September 2017.
Recommendation 27
5.66
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government include a requirement for clubs to provide a brief plan indicating how funds will be used to diversify their business models in order to be eligible for the one off $10,000 grant as part of the small clubs assistance package.
Recommendation 28
5.79
The Committee recommends that Transport Canberra and City Services maintain a separate budget line for sportsgrounds facilities management, including line items for:

maintenance;

lighting and other user charges;

irrigation;

capital upgrades – per project itemised;

capital expenditure – per project itemised;

user charges income from sportsground facilities management; and

employee expenses resulting from sportsgrounds facilities management.
Recommendation 29
5.85
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government cease reporting on sport and recreation utilising the AusPlay survey and develop more meaningful and accurate ACT-specific measures.
Recommendation 30
5.89
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government set a minimum level of local content for all events facilitated by Events ACT to ensure Canberra based artists and producers benefit directly from government investment in events.
Recommendation 31
5.93
The Committee recommends that, in annual reports, all government agencies report on their interaction with artsACT and the initiatives they implement to encourage engagement of the arts in service delivery.
Recommendation 32
5.99
The Committee recommends that the Suburban Land Agency, Access Canberra and artsACT coordinate to ensure that the Kingston Arts Precinct is able to operate as an effective outdoor events space while minimising the noise impact upon surrounding residences.
Recommendation 33
5.100
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government update the Assembly twice each year on progress in establishing the Kingston Arts Precinct, including transition arrangements for arts organisations to be located in the precinct.
Recommendation 34
5.145
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government undertake a review and report to the Assembly on the first five years of implementation of the tax reform transition from stamp duty to rates.
Recommendation 35
5.157
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government adhere to the fiscal strategy to return to a headline net operating budget surplus in 2018-19.
Recommendation 36
5.158
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government seek to maintain a AAA credit rating while providing for the delivery of long-term infrastructure assets.
Recommendation 37
5.166
The Committee recommends a Parliamentary Budget Office be established for the ACT.
Recommendation 38
5.171
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government identify in the budget the source of the data used for each Accountability Indicator.
Recommendation 39
5.172
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government consider how to better report the impact of machinery-of-government changes on government expenditure.
Recommendation 40
5.173
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide future Estimates Committees with up-to-date organisation charts for each Directorate, showing output classes linked to organisation structure and any changes arising from the budget, at least two weeks prior to hearings commencing.
Recommendation 41
5.234
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government publish Work Health and Safety data to give the ACT a comparative ranking by key industries compared to other jurisdictions.
Recommendation 42
5.249
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensure eligible residents with low electricity bills still receive the full concession, for example by being given the option to choose the utility to which the concession will apply.
Recommendation 43
5.283
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide a detailed account of the rationale and modelling for the new arrangements to the Lease Variation Charge, announced in the 2017-18 Budget, in the ACT Legislative Assembly, by the last sitting day in September 2017.
Recommendation 44
5.284
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government postpone the planned $30,000 per unit change in the Lease Variation Charge until urgent modelling of its impact and consultation with industry is complete. The modelling should consider amongst other things the impact on housing affordability and infill. The Committee further recommends that the change to the Lease Variation Charge should not proceed, or be modified with more gradual introduction and/or a changed rate structure, if it has a significant negative impact on housing affordability, environmental sustainability and infill.
Recommendation 45
5.285
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government should not make significant changes to the taxation system without public consultation and modelling of the impacts of the change. This modelling should not just include financial impacts.
Recommendation 46
5.315
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government design and implement a phased program, with clear milestones, to place specialised workplace IT applications on a more stable and secure footing, to ensure: improved security; better ability to maintain the currency of installed software; and greater independence from software vendors.
Recommendation 47
5.378
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government list on the ACT Government Notifiable Invoices Register all payments above a value of $25,000 by Icon Water.
Recommendation 48
5.379
The Committee recommends that the notifiable invoices register be published in an online searchable format.
Recommendation 49
5.380
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government reduce the threshold on the Notifiable Contract Register to $12,500.
Recommendation 50
5.381
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government introduce amendments to the Government Procurement Act 2001 which, if passed by the Legislative Assembly, would provide that payments for reimbursements, and payments for property that meet the notifiable invoice threshold would be listed in the Notifiable Contract Register.
Recommendation 51
5.382
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide an assessment of what the cost would be of providing HR, IT and accounts payable services to Icon Water through the Shared Services, in comparison with Icon Water's current agreement with ActewAGL, to the Committee.
Recommendation 52
5.428
The Committee recommends that ACT Government request advice from the Auditor-General on the constitution and functions of internal audit committees for government agencies and associated entities.
Recommendation 53
5.429
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide a full and complete account of Icon Water’s organisational structure and arrangements to the Legislative Assembly, by the end of November 2017.
Recommendation 54
5.430
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the Legislative Assembly with full and complete copies of contracts for ActewAGL to provide shared services to Icon Water, by the end of November 2017.
Recommendation 55
5.431
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the Legislative Assembly a full and complete account of any bonuses received in connection with contracts for ActewAGL to provide shared services to Icon Water, by the end of November 2017.
Recommendation 56
5.432
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government perform research and analysis on contracts for ActewAGL to provide shared services to Icon Water to ensure that best value for money is being achieved as a result of these contracts, consistent with best results if the services were put to market, to be provided to the Legislative Assembly, by the end of December 2017.
Recommendation 57
5.433
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide clarification of the relationship between Icon water and ACTEW AGL and in particular how the Assembly can have oversight of these bodies.
Recommendation 58
5.451
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide an updated cost of living statement, incorporating updated electricity and gas retail prices for the 2017-18 year.
Recommendation 59
6.23
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensure that future Budget Papers include the National Efficient Price for the provision of health services.
Recommendation 60
6.24
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensure accountability indicators include the cost of care as well as National Weighted Activity Units for each accountability item and for each hospital.
Recommendation 61
6.25
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensure future Budget Papers provide an explanation of National Weighted Activity Units for the provision of health services.
Recommendation 62
6.26
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government update the ACT Legislative Assembly on the issues that cause a deviation from the National Efficient Price by November each year.
Recommendation 63
6.27
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government regularly update the ACT Legislative Assembly on measures to, and progress on, narrowing the gap between the National Efficient Price and ACT-wide cost of care.
Recommendation 64
6.33
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government review the accountability indicators for Output 1.4 (Cancer Services) to cover more services than breast screening services alone, and that they include more meaningful background information and longer-term targets.
Recommendation 65
6.34
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide a plan to the Legislative Assembly for how the Surgical Procedures Interventional Radiology and Emergency Centre will be built and opened by 2023.
Recommendation 66
6.35
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government update the ACT Legislative Assembly on progress on establishment of the Office of Mental Health by the last sitting day in September 2017.
Recommendation 67
6.36
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government report to the Assembly twice per year on the progress being made on, and specific outcomes achieved by, the directorate-wide reform agenda currently headed by the Director of Quality.
Recommendation 68
7.7
The Committee recommends that the Justice and Community Safety Directorate publish the reasoning behind the setting of accountability indicators.
Recommendation 69
7.14
That the ACT Government support specific primary and secondary prevention strategies to tackle the root causes of family and personal violence.
Recommendation 70
7.15
That the ACT Government establish accountability targets for specific prevention and early intervention measures relating to family and personal violence and report on these to the Assembly quarterly.
Recommendation 71
7.16
That the ACT Government provide a detailed breakdown of expenditures in the Safer Families package, clearly identifying funds used for prevention and early intervention and those used for crisis response.
Recommendation 72
7.28
The Committee recommends that Office of the ACT Director of Public Prosecutions be excluded from the application of the efficiency dividend, and that all programs in this area be maintained or expanded as required to achieve the stated policy outcome.
Recommendation 73
7.29
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government seek submissions from the ACT Director of Public Prosecutions as to the funding required to attract and retain senior prosecutors and special provision be applied to achieve this aim.
Recommendation 74
7.30
The Committee recommends that the ACT Director of Public Prosecutions be authorised to prepare and present its own budget submissions, independent of the Justice and Community Safety Directorate.
Recommendation 75
7.36
In light of calls from the Prime Minister for nationwide review, the Committee recommends that the ACT Government undertake a full review of the operation of bail laws in the ACT, and update the Assembly by the last sitting day in 2017.
Recommendation 76
7.37
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government start collecting information and statistics on offences committed by those who were subject to either bail or parole orders.
Recommendation 77
7.45
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government commit to transparent and accurate record keeping in terms of staffing numbers across the ACT Public Service.
Recommendation 78
7.46
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government report in the budget on the number of potentially excess staff resulting from budget measures or machinery of government changes.
Recommendation 79
7.54
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the Assembly with updated figures on the executive expenses of the newly merged structure of the Human Rights Commission before the end of the last sitting period in August 2017.
Recommendation 80
7.60
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government set targets for, and report on, the number of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander participants in the Throughcare program.
Recommendation 81
7.65
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government immediately address the lack of dedicated accommodation in the Alexander Maconochie Centre for the growing number of women detainees.
Recommendation 82
7.66
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government advise the Assembly as to any plans for expanding or altering the accommodation of the Alexander Maconochie Centre for women detainees.
Recommendation 83
7.70
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government implement, as a matter of priority, industry and educational programs for the women detainees in the Alexander Maconochie Centre.
Recommendation 84
7.71
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensures that access to training and support programs for female detainees at in the Alexander Maconochie Centre is at least equal to that of the male detainees.
Recommendation 85
7.75
The Committee recommends that the Attorney-General provide the ACT Legislative Assembly with an update on progress of the courts construction project by the last sitting day in August 2017.
Recommendation 86
7.83
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government report to the Assembly on the new organisational standard procedure on providing portable toilets and other sanitation and health basics at fire sites.
Recommendation 87
7.90
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government advise the Assembly as to the timeline for the Emergency Services Agency to acquire a fully operational aerial pumper, a crew to operate the aerial pumper, and an estimated budget.
Recommendation 88
7.94
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government works with the owners of the Ginninderry development and Dr Jason Sharples to reassess the bushfire risk at the Ginninderry site and undertake the necessary planning adjustments in response to the findings of Dr Sharples’ 2017 report.
Recommendation 89
8.7
The Committee recommends the ACT Government take steps to ensure that closed development applications are accessible online.
Recommendation 90
8.14
The Committee recommends the ACT Government examine options that could be implemented to improve development application processing times and quality of processing applications.
Recommendation 91
8.24
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government reports to the ACT Legislative Assembly on a quarterly basis on the status of Master Plans currently under development.
Recommendation 92
8.25
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government continue to report in the Budget Papers the completion and publication of Master Plans.
Recommendation 93
8.26
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide better detail for Output 1:2 Planning Policy, in future Budget Papers, with respect to accountability indicators and key performance indicators.
Recommendation 94
8.32
The Committee recommends the ACT Government continue to keep the Dickson community informed on the progress of consultation and planning for Section 72, Dickson.
Recommendation 95
8.41
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government include more accountability indicators for heritage matters in future budgets, so as to provide a greater level of clarity about the number of nominations received, assessed and the length of time taken to assess them.
Recommendation 96
8.42
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government engage more with the ACT heritage stakeholders, and give consideration to their input into heritage decisions.
Recommendation 97
8.50
The Committee recommends that the eastern grey kangaroo fertility control program be reviewed to examine whether it contributes, or has the potential to contribute, in any significant way, as part of the overall control program, to the management of kangaroo populations in the ACT and whether it is a fiscally responsible and sustainable method of control.
Recommendation 98
8.58
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government  consult with relevant recreation groups (for example, mountain bike riders, anglers, etc), relevant environmental groups, and other stakeholders to seek resolution of issues arising with regard to management of, and access to,  reserves.
Recommendation 99
8.62
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government consider including additional accountability indicators related to the Conservator of Flora and Fauna in the 2017-18 ACT Budget.
Recommendation 100
8.68
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government consider how they plan to maintain 100 per cent renewable electricity post 2020.
Recommendation 101
8.74
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government inform ACT residents that load shedding may be required in the forthcoming summer months and that households need to prepare a plan to manage their own power needs and use over the hot summer months.
Recommendation 102
8.91
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government support the Office of Commissioner for Sustainability and the Environment to re-examine its role and functions, to ensure best practice and effective use of resources for review of matters in the environmental space.
Recommendation 103
8.97
The Committee recommends the ACT Government continue to update the Assembly on the status of the demolition program being undertaken by the Asbestos Response Taskforce.
Recommendation 104
8.122
The Committee recommends the ACT Government continue to engage and consult with public housing tenants who are being relocated, as well as residents in suburbs where additional public housing is being considered within Community Facility Zones, on the changes that will impact on them as a result of the housing renewal process.
Recommendation 105
8.123
The Committee recommends that once the housing renewal program is complete, the ACT Government should have an ongoing program of public housing renewal so that the proportion of public housing does not fall.
Recommendation 106
8.134
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government develop a website that provides details of every ACT Government Board/Advisory Panel and which outlines details of the scope of the appointment, remuneration if applicable, term of appointment, name of appointee and Minister responsible.
Recommendation 107
8.148
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government publish how the City Centre Marketing Improvements Levy is spent, as part of relevant directorate annual reports.
Recommendation 108
8.149
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government develop strategic and accountability indicators for initiatives funded by the City Centre Marketing Improvements Levy and that these are documented in the Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate Annual Report.
Recommendation 109
8.163
The Committee reiterates Recommendation 5 of the Standing Committee on Planning and Urban Renewal’s Inquiry into Annual and Financial Reports for 2015-16, that the ACT Government informs the Legislative Assembly of the reasons for the recent rural land purchases and how they fit in with strategic land use planning for the ACT.
Recommendation 110
8.164
The Committee calls on the Government to review the 2012 ACT Planning Strategy through a comprehensive process that reviews all housing growth options – not just options where the Land Development Agency has already purchased land – and includes genuine community consultation on the options.
Recommendation 111
8.170
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government apply only short term leases on rural land that has been identified for possible future urban expansion and/or for purchase by the ACT Government.
Recommendation 112
9.13
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government undertake a review of the accessibility of ACT Government funded mental health services for students in non-government schools.
Recommendation 113
9.25
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government publicly provide information on school facilities available for use by community groups after hours, including cost per hour and other requirements.
Recommendation 114
9.26
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government consider insurance arrangements for low risk groups using its venues to facilitate low cost use of these facilities by community groups, incorporated or informal.
Recommendation 115
9.27
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government consider implementing any small capital investments that will help to improve access and security arrangements for community groups using school premises outside standard operating hours.
Recommendation 116
9.35
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government conduct an annual survey of teachers who are in their first four years of teaching to determine whether they are receiving an induction commensurate with the Education Directorate’s intent.
Recommendation 117
9.36
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government take appropriate action to rectify any shortfalls identified through the annual ‘new teacher survey.’
Recommendation 118
9.50
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government sets targets for indigenous students’ attendance during NAPLAN testing and report on those targets.
Recommendation 119
9.51
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government set clear targets on closing the gap, in percentage points, for each year of NAPLAN and report on those targets.
Recommendation 120
9.57
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government publish a list of approved groups and entities who deliver educational programs in ACT schools on a regular basis, including an outline of programs being delivered.
Recommendation 121
9.66
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government investigate options for encouraging more members of the community to become Learning Support Assistants.
Recommendation 122
9.81
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government conduct an analysis of home-education requirements in other jurisdictions, with a view to determining whether the ACT’s approach is consistent or could be improved.
Recommendation 123
10.18
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government write to the National Disability Insurance Agency and request that feedback be provided to unsuccessful ACT applicants for Information Linkages and Capacity building grants.
Recommendation 124
10.19
The Committee recommends that the Minister for Community Services work with other relevant directorates to develop a clear strategy to ensure ongoing support for community groups in the allied health and disability sectors who are unable to access funds under the National Disability Insurance Scheme framework , but who nevertheless provide valuable services to the disabled and wider ACT community and have done so for many years.
Recommendation 125
10.27
The Committee recommends that the ACT Community Services Directorate takes steps to publicise the functions of the Child Development Service that are co-located with the Childhood Early Intervention Service at Holder.
Recommendation 126
10.32
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide assurance to parents of children who require special student transport that this service will continue to be delivered.
Recommendation 127
10.46
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government report quarterly to the ACT Legislative Assembly on the progress made in reducing the need for out-of-home care places.
Recommendation 128
10.47
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government report to the ACT Legislative Assembly on the following:

Which data and factors were considered when making the decision to merge early intervention and prevention programs and child protection into a new Children, Youth and Families Service;

What it understands to be the drivers behind the surge in need for out-of-home care places, as well as specific measures that it is using to reduce this demand; and

Details on how the 2017–18 funding for the Child Protection System will be expended, as well as required reporting and accountability targets.
Recommendation 129
10.62
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government develop specific initiatives that address youth unemployment and underemployment.
Recommendation 130
10.70
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the ACT Legislative Assembly with an accountability target for the number of asylum seekers and refugees to be served by the new job brokering service and then report on the success of this program.
Recommendation 131
10.71
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the ACT Legislative Assembly with an accountability target for the number of migrants to be served by the expanded English language program and then report on the success of this program.
Recommendation 132
10.72
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government continue to support affordable access to public spaces, including the Theo Notaras Centre and school halls, for community groups.
Recommendation 133
10.77
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide a separate annexe to the Budget papers that details Indigenous progress for relevant output classes/accountability indicators.
Recommendation 134
10.78
The Committee recommends that the appropriate directorate set and report to the Legislative Assembly on the Elected Body’s budget allocation each year including additional spending during the triennial election year.
Recommendation 135
10.79
The Committee recommends that future Select Committees on Estimates consider holding separate hearings on cross-portfolio Indigenous matters so that all matters pertaining to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders are responded to appropriately and with transparency. The Committee notes this approach is used in other jurisdictions.
Recommendation 136
10.89
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government outline the appointment process and criteria for membership to the Veterans Advisory Council.
Recommendation 137
10.90
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensure that meeting times for the Veterans Advisory Council be published, that the minutes be published, and that there be an open means for stakeholder groups and, where possible, members of the public contribute.
Recommendation 138
10.91
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government establish a grants program, similar to the seniors program, specifically to assist veterans and veterans’ groups.
Recommendation 139
10.92
In recognition that not all veterans are seniors, the Committee recommends that the ACT Government develop programs specifically aimed at veterans of all ages to provide services for veterans and their families.
Recommendation 140
10.93
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government establish an online presence to assist veterans to source and apply for programs for veterans, separate from seniors.
Recommendation 141
10.94
The Committee recommends that ACT Government expenditure providing services for veterans be a separate line item of the budget, with programs and funding clearly separated from the seniors’ portfolio.
Recommendation 142
10.109
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government include additional data on Social and Public Housing in Table 32 relating to Output 1.1 Social Housing, Budget Statements G, as outlined in the Committee’s report.
Recommendation 143
11.7
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government create and publish a long term bus-replacement strategy, outlining thresholds for bus retirement, when Transport Canberra will phase out buses over fifteen years old, and the schedule for adding new buses to the fleet.
Recommendation 144
11.8
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government outline the replacement strategy for all 93 Renault buses within the Transport Canberra fleet.
Recommendation 145
11.9
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government release indicative plans and modelling of the Transport Canberra bus network following the commencement of Light Rail, including changes to bus routes, stops, timetables, and number of buses in the Transport Canberra fleet.
Recommendation 146
11.10
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government release a timeframe for the commencement of the Rapid Network, including the scheduled month and year of commencement, timetables, and the resources needed for each Rapid Route.
Recommendation 147
11.13
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government outline what additional direct support will be provided to local businesses to increase participation in the Light Rail project.
Recommendation 148
11.14
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government release indicative plans for the Light Rail network, including the length of each stage, the estimated construction timetables for future stages, and the capital and operating costs per stage.
Recommendation 149
11.22
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government collaborate with the National Capital Authority and the CSIRO to develop a plan for the realignment and duplication of Kuringa Drive so that it better connects with Kingsford Smith Drive.
Recommendation 150
11.26
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government consider the effectiveness of, and need for, traffic calming measures in town centres and group centres, given the introduction of 40-kilometre-per-hour zones.
Recommendation 151
11.33
The Committee recommends that the number of unique borrowers of physical library items, for each ACT public Library, be reported annually.
Recommendation 152
11.40
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government release the outcomes of the 2017 Green Waste trial, particularly the issues of contamination, prior to any decision to expand the scheme.
Recommendation 153
11.43
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government release the outcomes of the Waste Feasibility Study by the end of October 2017 and commit to further community consultation on the implementation of any accepted recommendations.
Recommendation 154
11.50
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government establish and publish the criteria for assessing the declaration of a ‘dangerous dog.’
Recommendation 155
11.51
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government release and publish the business case for the expansion of cat accommodation at Domestic Animal Services establishments.
Recommendation 156
11.53
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government publish data in the relevant directorates annual report quantifying the health of all trees, and state of irrigation, in the Arboretum.
Recommendation 157
11.54
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government report in the relevant Annual Report on the number of operational picnic barbecues and public toilets in each suburb for each month.
Recommendation 158
11.62
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government prepare a long term plan for cemetery space in the ACT, including the Woden Cemetery, and that this plan be made public.


1 Introduction
Establishment

On Thursday 16 February 2017 the ACT Legislative Assembly (Assembly) considered a resolution to create a Select Committee on Estimates 2017-18 (the Committee), moved by Mr Alistair Coe MLA. The motion was passed.

On the same day the Speaker of the Assembly announced that Ms Cody MLA, Mr Coe MLA, Ms Le Couteur MLA, Mr Pettersson MLA and Mr Wall MLA had been nominated as members of the Committee, to which they were, by motion, appointed.

Conduct of the Inquiry

The Committee first met on 16 February 2017. Mr Wall MLA and Ms Cody MLA were elected as Chair and Deputy Chair respectively.
At successive private meetings the Committee considered and accepted proposals for: community and industry groups to be asked to comment on the 2017-18 Australian Capital Territory (ACT) Budget, and to appear before the Committee during hearings; and a schedule of public hearings during which community groups, government agencies and statutory office-holders would appear before the Committee as part of its inquiry.
The Committee agreed to engage a specialist adviser to provide an independent economic and financial analysis of the ACT Budget 2017-18, in accordance with Standing order 238 of the Assembly and as provided for in the Committee’s Resolution of Appointment. Pegasus Economics was selected via a competitive tender process to provide the specialist budget adviser services to the Committee. Pegasus provided the Committee with a report on the Budget entitled Review of the ACT Budget 2017-18. This report is available on the Committee website.

The Committee held public hearings over 12 days from 16 June 2017 to 3 July 2017 inclusive. It heard evidence across all ministerial portfolios; the officers of all Territory owned corporations, all ACT statutory office-holders and Officers of the Legislative Assembly. The Committee deliberated on its report over 5 days of private meetings.
In total the Committee met 28 times during the course of the inquiry, including private meetings and public hearings.

Hansard transcripts of the evidence provided at the hearings are available on the inquiry webpage. Public hearings can be viewed at the Committee on Demand section of the ACT Legislative Assembly website, a portal of audio-visual recordings of committee hearings.

A total of 200 questions were taken on notice by Ministers and officials during the hearings. An additional 466 questions on notice were submitted subsequent to the hearings, taking the total number of questions to 666. A list of questions, by number, including question subjects, the Minister to whom the question was addressed, and the date the answers for each question were received is available on the Inquiry website. The answers to all questions are also available on the website.
 At the time this report was finalised, the answers to 28 were outstanding.
With regard to outstanding Questions on Notice (QoN), the Committee notes that Standing Order 253A of the ACT Legislative Assembly states:

When presenting its report, the Chair of the Select Committee on Estimates will present to the Assembly a schedule listing questions on notice for which answers were not provided during the annual estimates inquiry. Outstanding questions on notice will be provided to the Clerk within 30 days from the tabling of the estimates report. The Speaker will present to the Assembly the answers received after the report has been tabled and a schedule of questions on notice outstanding after the 30-day period.
Structure of the Report

The structure of this report by the Select Committee on Estimates 2017-18 is as follows:

· This introduction, Chapter One, outlines the conduct of the inquiry, provides an overview of the conduct of the inquiry as well as an outline of the structure of the report.

· Substantive report chapters commence with community groups and Officers of Parliament and the Office of the Legislative Assembly. The balance of the chapters follow the sequence of the 2017-18 Budget Statement starting with Treasury and Chief Minister’s portfolio areas.
· Each chapter reflects the issues discussed at the Committee’s public hearings in relation to individual directorates and agencies. 

· Within chapters, for each agency, sub-agency, or statutory office-holder considered, information is presented in the following manner where possible:

· Introduction — providing a brief description of the entity; and

· Output Classes/Business Units — for each output class or Business Unit, information is divided into:

Matters Considered — providing a summary dot point of substantive issues discussed in hearings, with citations to the relevant sections of transcripts of hearings; and 

Key Issues — providing an expanded coverage of selected issues from ‘Matters Considered’ as well as the views of the Select Committee on the matters they have considered during the inquiry, and the recommendations the Committee has made in relation to each of those matters.

· Appendices to the report. These provide:

a list of hearings and witnesses appearing before the Committee;

a list of the community groups that provided written feedback to the Committee; and
a list of exhibits tabled during hearings.
The following documents are published on the Committee’s website: 

· Hansard transcripts; 

· exhibits tabled;

· submissions from community groups;

· answers to questions taken on notice and questions asked on notice, along with a table indicating question numbers and subjects; and

· the report of the specialist budget adviser.

References to Hansard Transcripts

Footnotes in the Report reference the proof transcripts of evidence. Page numbers may vary between the proof and the final Hansard transcript.
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General

Accessibility of the Budget Papers

The Committee notes that the ACT Budget 2017-18 is provided online in both PDF and Word formats.

Committee Comment

The Committee is concerned that the PDF format does not have a contents page containing links to the body of the document. As such, users are required to manually scroll or click through large documents to find sections and pages of relevance to them. 

Given the opportunities for electronic mediums to enhance accessibility and usability of documents. The Committee would like to the see the ACT Government make the most of electronic mediums to enhance accessibility and usability of the budget papers.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensure that all budget papers are accessible on its website and that any website problems are resolved as quickly as possible.

Access to Draft Output Classes for Scheduling
The Committee notes that in order ensure they address all portfolio areas during the public hearing period, Estimates committees have historically arranged public hearings by Output Class. However, committees are not aware of the final proposed Output Class arrangement until the budget is released in June. As a result, the initial Estimates public hearing schedule is drafted on the basis of the previous years’ Output Classes taking into account any obvious changes of ministerial portfolio identified in the Administrative Arrangements.

This situation is not ideal and results in a lot of potentially unnecessary and ongoing dialogue between the Committee Support Office and Directorates to establish what the actual Output Classes will be in the coming budget and which Minster and Directorate they will be report to. This process, in addition to last minute advice to the Committee about Ministerial absences, also protracts the timeframes for release of a final hearing schedule.
The Committee notes that the process of scheduling public hearings could be expedited by early access to the draft Output Classes for the coming Budget. The Committee would therefore encourage the ACT Government to provide future Estimates Committees with this information as early as possible. This could be on an on an in-confidence basis if necessary.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide future Select Committees on Estimates with an outline of all Output Classes for the coming budget on an in-confidence basis, including any significant changes, amalgamations or divisions and movements of Output Class across portfolios, to facilitate more accurate, speedy drafting and release of the hearing schedule.
Estimates replies to questions and opening statement timing

The Committee notes that during the course of public hearings a number of Ministerial opening statements and answers to questions were unnecessarily lengthy. The Committee believes that answers should be concise and directly relevant to the question.
The Committee recommends that future Estimates committees consider restricting opening statements by Ministers to five minutes. If a Minister has more information to convey, that could be done in a written statement.

The Committee recommends that future Estimates committees consider restricting the duration of responses to questions.
2 Community and Industry Representative Groups
The Committee sought the views of community and industry representative groups on the ACT Budget 2017-18 by inviting them to complete a survey. The Committee sent invitations to a large number of organisations and also invited contributions to the survey on the Inquiry website. The Committee received 10 survey responses from a range of organisations.

On Friday, 16 June 2017, the Committee held a public hearing and heard from 10 community and industry representative groups regarding their views on the ACT Budget 2017-18.

ACT Council of Social Service

Introduction

The ACT Council of Social Service Inc. (ACTCOSS) is the peak representative body for not-for-profit community organisations, people living with disadvantage and low-income citizens of the Territory. ACTCOSS states that its vision is to live in a fair and equitable community that respects and values diversity and actively encourages collaborations that promote justice, equity and social inclusion.

Matters Considered

At the hearing, the following matters were considered:

· Lease Variation Charge and reduction in stamp duty;

· red tape reduction relevant to community organisations;

· investment in universal systems and infrastructure support;

· investment in workforce development within community services;

· procurement plan for human services;

· affordable, accessible and safe housing;

· investments in multicultural and Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander community needs;

· the future of SHOUT due to the transition to the National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS);

· transitional funding provided by the ACT Government;
 

· transport disadvantage;
 and

· gaps in access to sexual and reproductive services.

Key Issues

Transport Disadvantage 

The Committee heard evidence about the importance of investing and supporting the social determinants of transport disadvantage.

ACTOSS advised the Committee that the ACT Budget 2017-18 had addressed congestion as a form of transport disadvantage, however, the consideration of access to transport and affordability were not comprehensively addressed.
 

In discussing the impacts of transport disadvantage, ACTCOSS highlighted the gaps present in the social considerations of transport:

If you are a single parent with young children without access to a private vehicle you are pretty stuck, and it is pretty hard to get around the city. You are not really entitled to most of the transport assistance support that is made available. Certainly one of the things we spoke with the transport planners around was: with the way transport is being thought of at the moment, you could be travelling from Kaleen to the CIT in Reid with your two kids to go to your VET course and you would have to do three transitions to do that by public transport and would that really encourage you not to take your car? Probably not.

ACTCOSS advocated for the ACT Government to consider the people who experience social forms of transport disadvantage when planning and developing transport systems. This need was emphasised with the introduction of stage two of the light rail and the need to overlay planning systems to integrate an accessible transport design for Canberra.

Although the current data on transport disadvantage was last collected in 2012-13, ACTCOSS advised the Committee that transport disadvantage is a continuing problem, particularly for the growing number of people who have mobility issues and issues maintaining the ability to drive. However, it was noted that compared to two years ago, engagement and dialogue around transport disadvantage had increased.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes evidence relating to the value of transport to the community and the importance of providing adequate funding and support to ensure the long term viability and access to public transport for all residents of Canberra.

The Committee believes that new models of policy development should be considered to ensure all directorates are aware of cross-directorate social services priorities and outcomes.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government publicly report on the Human Services Cluster (Community Services, Health, Justice and Community Safety and Education and Training Directorates); and consider new models of cross-Directorate policy development. 
ACT Property Council

Introduction

The ACT Property Council is a not-for-profit member organisation representing approximately 140 members, which in turn represent about 2,500 employees who are employed by those member organisations. The ACT Property Council also has seven committees within the organisation, which have approximately 130 participants who volunteer their time from across the sector to provide insight into particular policies and responses to government initiatives like the budget and Territory Plan variations.

Matters Considered

At the hearing, the following matters were considered:

· city renewal;

· increased commercial rate charges;

· tax reform;

· Lease Variation Charges;

· land tax on vacant properties;

· housing affordability;
 and

· abolition of stamp duty.

Key Issues

The Committee heard evidence relating to the nature and impact of a number of variations introduced to properties. 

Lease Variation Charges

In its opening statement, the ACT Property Council noted the ACT Government had not consulted or engaged with the community or member organisation in relation to the changes to LVC arrangements. It also noted a lack of transparency around transition arrangements.

When questioned about transition arrangements, the ACT Property Council suggested that the charges be applied at lodgement of development applications in addition to introducing other transitional arrangements such as a delayed start date.
 The ACT Property Council noted:

transitional arrangements are very important in being able to factor the charge into land prices. I have members say to me that they can factor charges and new increases into land prices but they need to be able to do that at the point of purchase, not after the fact.

The matter of LVC increases was also discussed with the Treasurer on 19 June 2017 and the Minister for Urban Renewal on 26 June 2017 (See Chapter 5: CMTEDD and Chapter 8: EPSDD for further discussion and associated recommendations).

Land Tax on Vacant Properties

The Committee enquired about the impact of the introduction of land tax on vacant properties and the role of this initiative in providing affordable housing in the ACT.

The ACT Property Council advised the Committee that it understood the intent of the land tax but did not think that it was the best approach to providing more affordable housing or getting those properties back in the market.

Committee Comment

The Committee is concerned that inadequate consultation was undertaken by the ACT Government regarding introduction of the LVC changes. The Committee encourages the ACT Government to consider revising its consultation practices to improve transparency. 

This matter was also discussed with the Treasurer on 19 June 2017 (See Chapter 5: CMTEDD for further discussion and associated recommendations).

Tax Reform

The Committee sought advice on the abolition of stamp duty and whether the ACT Property Council was in support of this initiative. The Committee was advised that the ACT Property Council does support tax reform and has advocated for the abolition of stamp duty for more efficient taxes and charges, similar to the increased land rates. However, it was specifically noted that when considering land development taxes, a revenue neutral approach must be taken.
 The Committee heard that it is difficult to assess if the changes are revenue neutral as the budget does not break down the figures enough.

The Committee was advised that the LVC increases and land taxes on vacant properties may not really be achieving the aim of returning a benefit to the community and there are other ways to encourage the investor market.

 The ACT Property Council stated:

the property sector would say that there are other ways, beyond taxes and charges, to return a benefit to the community. One of those is to enable developers to build the product that is in demand, to fill that missing middle, to help meet the policy objectives of the government by delivering the product on the ground. The development community can deliver those things without an additional charge. It just needs to be more carefully balanced, I suppose.

This matter was also discussed with the Treasurer on 19 June 2017 (See Chapter 5: CMTEDD for further discussion and associated recommendations).

Cystic Fibrosis ACT

Introduction

Cystic Fibrosis ACT (CFACT) is a locally based, not-for-profit and sole support provider to over 100 individuals living with cystic fibrosis. CFACT works directly with suffers and their families to connect them to essential items of daily care and treatment in consultation with their medical team. These items are focused on preventative care to minimise and slow down the ongoing degeneration of this incurable disease.

Matters Considered

At the hearing, the following matters were considered:

· subsidising essential treatment for Cystic Fibrosis;
 

· hospital in the home care;
 and

· standards of care through Cystic Fibrosis clinics.

Key Issues

Hospital in the Home Care

The Committee enquired about the key differences between hospital in the home care and being an inpatient at the Hospital. CFACT advised the Committee that Cystic Fibrosis is a multi-organ disease that requires multidisciplinary care and treatment, which are not optional treatments. However, it was highlighted that physiotherapy, dietary and psychology aspects of care are not received in the hospital in the home care system.
 These gaps result in 70 per cent of CFACT’s budget being allocated to providing those additional services to their clients.

The Committee was further advised by CFACT that:

Because of this inequity in the service between being an inpatient in a ward and being an inpatient through hospital in the home, as we said in our submission—and I want to highlight this—it does and can prevent early discharge, which means that that person is spending longer in an acute hospital bed, taking that bed from someone else who may need it. This person is ready to transition to hospital in the home, but the intensive services that they may need in that setting are not there. That keeps them back and increases the hospital stay.

Committee Comment

The Committee noted the budget allocation for an expansion in the hospital in the home program. However, the Committee recognises this funding may not cover the gaps between services provided in the Hospital setting in comparison to the hospital in the home care for Cystic Fibrosis sufferers. The Committee notes that access to more allied heath care and treatment through the hospital in the home service would free up acute hospital beds. The Committee anticipates this issue could affect more hospital in the home patients beyond those with Cystic Fibrosis.

The Committee recommends the ACT Government build the depth of allied health services available through Hospital in the Home to reflect the service availability of a traditional 
in-patient setting.
Master Builders Association of the ACT

Introduction

Master Builders ACT (MBA ACT) was formed in 1925 and represents the interests of commercial builders, residential builders, civil contractors, suppliers/subcontractors and professionals. The MBA ACT is a Registered Training Organisation (RTO) and a Group Training Organisation.

Matters Considered

In the hearing, the following matters were considered:

· infrastructure investment program;

· Lease Variation Charge;

· social infrastructure;

· land release program;

· apprentices and traineeships;
 and

· government procurement.

Key Issues

Land Release Program

The MBA ACT welcomed the sale announcement of the next englobo parcel at Denman Prospect, as well as the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO) planned land development at Ginninderra and the joint venture at Ginninderry. 

However, the MBA ACT highlighted that the four year land release program that was announced in the ACT Budget 2017-18 depicts a decline of seven per cent. In contrast, ACT Budget 2017-18 forecast a population growth of 1.5 per cent each year.
 The Committee heard that restrictions on supply will drive up land prices and put new housing affordability further out of reach.
 

The MBA ACT expressed concern about the impact of current approaches to supply and demand through the ACT Government’s land release strategy:

What we do know is that historically the ACT sustains around 4,000 to 4,500 dwelling approvals per annum. When we talk about greenfield land—probably more specifically if we talk about land for single detached housing—single detached housing typically has made up around 50 per cent of all dwelling approvals. But what is forecast for this current year is that detached housing approvals will drop to around 20 per cent of all approvals. I guess, based on that analysis, you could say that the demand for land for single detached houses is probably around double what is currently being supplied because we have seen that sharp drop-off this year and the previous year.

The MBA ACT advised the Committee that supply also needs to meet demand through build-ready land. The Committee was further advised that the current approach sees the market being flooded with land when the Land Development Agency (LDA) releases land, which is followed by a drought between land release stages.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes that current land development processes lead to significant peaks and troughs that do not provide a stable approach to supply and demand. Additionally, the Committee acknowledges the decline in housing approvals.

The Committee recommends the ACT Government increases the current land development program to ensure a sufficient supply of land is available to stabilise peaks and troughs of supply.

Lease Variation Charge

The MBA ACT expressed concerns with the 400 per cent increase in the LVC outlined in the ACT Budget 2017-18. It was noted that current charges to blocks is $7,500 per dwelling but after the increase, the charges will increase to $30,000 per dwelling. The MBA ACT further noted that feedback received from constituents was overall negative.

When asked what the consequences of the LVC increase could be, the MBA ACT advised the Committee that:

I guess that others [building projects] that are too far progressed will look to try and transfer that cost, pass it on to purchasers and just increase their prices by 22½. I guess that those investors that have not yet made the decision to buy a block of land will now just look elsewhere. I think the consequence of it is possibly all of those things already or any one of those things. The point is that all of them are negative for the ACT Government and all of them are negative overall for the economy. A transitional arrangement is something that would help us work through this.

The MBA ACT raised concerns with the government’s lack of consultation with industry members and transparency of information provided. This has resulted in concerns regarding what blocks will be affected and whether the increased charge will be a one off payment or multiple payments.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes the increase in the LVC and apparently limited consultation by the ACT Government with key industries and stakeholders. This has contributed to a lack of certainty regarding the impact these charges will have on the building industry and community. 

This matter was discussed further with the Treasurer on 19 June 2017 and the Minister for Urban Renewal on Monday, 26 June 2017 (See Chapter 5: CMTEDD and Chapter 8: EPSDD for an overview of that discussion and associated recommendations.)
Music ACT

Introduction

Music ACT is a not for profit organisation established to support all aspects of the music industry by providing advice, access to resources, information and professional development, and policy development and advocacy to government business and the community.

Matters Considered

At the hearing, the following matters were considered:

· Cool Little Capital report;

· environmental Authorisation legislation;

· Territory Plan and crown leases;

· noise regulation;
 

· city activation fund;
 and

· musical performance capacity in the ACT.

Key Issues

Cool Little Capital Report

Music ACT referred to a report submitted to the ACT Government in late 2015 regarding the consideration of a live music policy in the ACT to address planning, noise and liquor regulation issues. It was noted that although the report was again submitted for the 2016 ACT Budget, Music ACT has yet to receive a formal response from the government.
 

Music ACT expressed concern with the lack of suitable live music venues in the ACT and the difficulties presented when attempting to establish a new venue. Such concerns were further reiterated with regard to the development of new mix used, residential and entertainment, areas which would not experience the full benefits of arts and entertainment due to the continued application of outdated legislation that does not consider a cohesive relationship between entertainment and residential living.

With regard to what benefits identified in the Cool Little Capital report have been missed, Music ACT advised that:

There are two quick answers to that. One is that some things have already been done. An indirect response has been Access Canberra. That has greatly enabled the delivery of events and activations throughout the city, which I think has enabled some things to happen that we have already seen. However, there are a lot of other things that could have happened—for example, the use of buildings that are not deemed to satisfy under the current Territory Plan. They would be lively with concerts and events at the moment.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes that current regulatory restrictions impact the Territory’s capacity to provide outdoor performances close to residential areas. Such restrictions result in the ACT being overlooked by national and international performers, which directly impacts tourism prospects for the ACT.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government respond to the Cool Little Capital Report submitted by Music ACT.

National Seniors Australia

Introduction

There are more than 6.9 million Australians aged 50 years and over. National Seniors Australia is the leading over-50s organisation in Australia, representing the concerns of over 200,000 members to state and federal government, businesses and the broader community.
 The ACT branch represents 2000 financial members and over 40 percent of the electorate.

Matters Considered

At the hearing, the following matters were considered:

· improvement of the municipal structure;

· health initiatives for seniors;

· housing arrangements for seniors;

· social isolation;
 

· cost of living;
 and

· treatment of seniors by private and government officials.

Key Issues

Cost of Living

National Seniors Australia advised the Committee that increases to costs of living detrimentally impact individuals on fixed incomes or pensions. It was further noted that there was nothing in the ACT Budget 2017-18 to alleviate rising costs of living including increases to rates, car registration, water, electricity and gas.

With regard to the increase to cost of living, the Committee sought advice on the impact of land rate changes and tax reform on the senior community who are no longer in the workforce:

members are really concerned about the rates increase. It is forcing some people who are living in certain suburbs to move. Red Hill is one, but on the north side there is Hawker.

The Committee was also informed that although some seniors will be forced to moved due to rates increases, assistance is not provide to support that decision. Previous budgets provided concessions from the government if a resident downsized. This has not been carried over to the current ACT Budget.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes that the changes to land rates and tax reform could force seniors to relocate to a more affordable area. The Committee further notes that such considerations are difficult due to the limited housing options targeted to the senior cohort and absence of assistance. 

Land rates and tax reform were discussed with the Treasurer on 19 June 2017 (See Chapter 5: CMTEDD for further discussion and associated recommendations).

Pedal Power ACT

Introduction

Pedal Power ACT is the largest cycling organisation in the nation’s capital that represents the interests of people who ride bicycles or want to get into cycling. Pedal Power ACT promotes bike riding for transport, recreation and sport, as well as the positive health, economic, and environmental contributions cycling makes to the community.

Matters Considered

At the hearing, the following matters were considered:

· unclear identification of cycling-related funding;

· ACT path network;

· infrastructure investment;

· whole-of-government administrative allocation to implement cycling items;

· adoption of the World Health Organisation’s health economic assessment tool;

· jurisdictional comparison of cycling reputation;
 and

· planning to delivery.

Key Issues

ACT Path Network

Pedal Power ACT advised the Committee that despite years of planning work and feasibility studies, only Tuggeranong and Gungahlin have received an allocation of funding for implementation of improvements.

Pedal Power ACT further noted the ageing path network in the ACT, which is maintained by an inadequate budget. The identification of a rollout of $30 million for additional footpath maintenance, cycling and walking upgrades is considered essential, however, concerns were raised if the identified $30 million was to be an offset of existing active travel programs and infrastructure funding.

The Committee was advised of a number of areas where funding could assist with improved path networks, including:

At the moment, within the allocated budget, priority is placed on issues to be resolved, as opposed to looking at the real cost of how much needs to be invested to address all of the backlog of issues. We have had a report around the maintenance situation of all shared paths—footpaths and shared paths. The ACT has an extensive network. I think over 50 per cent of it is 40 years or older, so it is a considerably aged network. By allocating only enough funding to deal with the highest priority issues, it leaves a lot of minor problems to get a lot worse over coming years.

Furthermore, the Committee heard that the ACT Government could learn from continued trials regarding cycling and the wellbeing of the cyclist. Such approaches aim to improve safety and identify any other considerations that may come into play.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes the importance of maintaining path networks and the vital role that path networks play in the community.

The Childers Group

Introduction

The Childers Group advocates for the arts in the ACT region and is committed to the long-term viability and vitality of the arts. The Childers Group states that a key part of their role is advocating support for the arts to governments at all levels, and engaging with the private sector, educators, the media and the broader community about the value of the arts.

Matters Considered

At the hearing, the following matters were considered:

· lack of growth in ACT arts funding to match the growing economy;

· investment to upgrade art facilities;

· project funding;

· need for a collaborative approach across directorates in relation to arts initiatives;
 

· cost of maintaining art facilities;
 and

· best practice approach when investing money on future projects.

Some of these matters were also discussed with the Minister for the Art and Community Events on 21 June 2017 (See Chapter 5: CMTEDD for further discussion and associated recommendations).

Key Issues

Cost of Maintaining Art Facilities

The Childers Group advised the Committee that it is getting harder for key arts organisations to live off Consumer Price Index (CPI) linked funding, which directly impacts their ability to provide good services to the city state. It was recommended that an ongoing commitment to fund key arts organisations above CPI would assist with their diminishing ability to provide the community with quality art services.
 

The Committee sought advice on the impact of lease fees for government premises, increasing disproportionately to the CPI linked funding:

Organisations that are in arts facilities, generally their fees for running the thing go up every year more than CPI. You just have to think of electricity, air-conditioning and all those sorts of things. The CPI model is useful for government, but expenses are always more than that. Eventually, any organisation has to say, “Right, those expenses have gone up. What are we not able to do? Who are we not able to employ?” That is where those kinds of cuts come from. I think the challenge for government is how we continue to maintain all our community organisations a bit above CPI because, in a sense, CPI is a bit of a false indicator.

The Committee was further advised of the pressures of maintaining building costs as a number of key arts organisations are in older buildings, including the heritage listed Gorman House. With particular reference to Gorman House, the Childers Group highlighted that $500,000 needs to be invested in wiring, electrical and other infrastructure this year, however, the longer the issues are not addressed the more likely the costs are to increase.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes concerns raised with inadequate funding for arts in the ACT, including the disparity between funding provided and the cost to maintain art based infrastructure. The Committee further notes the ambiguity of responsibility for the costs of maintaining a heritage listed building that an art organisation uses.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government, in consultation with the arts sector, review the adequacy of CPI as a funding growth factor for key arts organisations.

Project Funding

The Childers Group noted confusion regarding the baseline approach to funding arts grants in the ACT. When advised that project funding was to receive $500,000, it was assumed that the $500,000 was to be an addition to the previous budget allocation to art based projects. However, the Childers Group advised the Committee that they had not received the additional $500,000 in funding.
 
The Childers Group stated that it was reported that the arts community would be provided an initial $200,000 baseline funding and cost underspending would also facilitate the project funding. Although the Childers Group welcomes the stability provided by the funding, concerns were raised with the approach taken to fund the arts community.

Committee Comment 

The Committee notes concerns raised with the proposed $500,000 increase to project funding and the confusion between what the Childers Group thought was additional funding and what was provided in the ACT Budget.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government increase arts project funding to the level promised during the 2016 election. 

Youth Coalition of the ACT

Introduction

The Youth Coalition of the ACT (Youth Coalition) is the peak youth affairs body in the ACT and is responsible for representing the interests of people aged between 12 and 25 years and those who work with them. The Youth Coalition works to actively promote the wellbeing and aspirations of young people in the ACT with particular respect to their political, cultural, economic and social development.

Matters Considered

At the hearing, the following matters were considered:

· youth mental health services;

· child protection and out of home care;

· youth unemployment and underemployment;

· homelessness and housing support services;

· education equity;

· safer families package;

· investment in prevention and early intervention measures;

· transport disadvantage;
 and

· political engagement of youth.

Key Issues

Youth Mental Health Services

Youth Coalition advised the Committee of their concerns regarding current approaches to mental health among young people: 

With 25 per cent of young people experiencing a mental health issue in any given year, long wait times have become the norm for many of our youth mental health services in the ACT. We believe some of the budget measures focused on youth mental health have the potential to alleviate some of the pressure on these services and increase their capacity to support the mental health and wellbeing of young Canberrans.

Youth Coalition clarified that the current wait time for headspace is six to eight weeks for the initial assessment, which does not necessarily provide any clinical services. It was further noted that most youth want help within the first week of initial contact and are less likely to reach out again if the wait time is beyond that first week.

When asked if the extended wait times are due to lack of available practitioners or funding constraints, Youth Coalition noted that:

I think it is mainly about the funding. The $400,000 that is in the budget for headspace this year will mean they can employ five more staff. It is only for one year, but we do recognise that, in the current context, with headspace nationally, their funding is not secure. So in that context we understand why it is for one year. We would like to see a long-term commitment to this kind of funding, but we understand why that might not be the case. I would say, in answer to your question, that it is mainly about the capacity of the service to fulfil the need, and they just do not have that capacity.

The Committee noted that in the eighth assembly, the Standing Committee on Health, Ageing, Community and Social Services enquired into youth suicide and self harm in the ACT. As a result of this inquiry, the Standing Committee on Health, Ageing, Community and Social Services made a number of recommendations to assist with funding and improve early intervention, education and access to service.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes that the government has invested additional one off funding for headspace in the ACT Budget 2017-18, however, the Committee feels that continued investment would be more beneficial to the youth mental health community. Such continued investment and a review of accessibility to youth mental health services would reduce the current wait times for youths seeking help. 

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government continues to fund headspace Canberra over the out years to provide youth mental health services.

The Committee recommends the ACT Government conduct a review of access to youth mental health services to ensure timely access and continuing support.

Homelessness and Housing Support Services
The Committee was informed that the modest investment in specialist homelessness and housing support services was welcomed. In particular, Youth Coalition was pleased to see the commitment to developing a system-wide trauma-informed approach to homelessness support services.

However, Youth Coalition advised the Committee that:

we are disappointed in the lack of investment in measures that will effectively address housing affordability. As an issue that gained considerable community support in the lead-up to the ACT election, we are disappointed that this budget does not include significant investment towards developing an affordable housing strategy.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes the lack of investment in specific initiatives to address housing affordability for youth in the ACT.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government develop specific initiatives to address youth homelessness and housing affordability for youth. 

Youth Unemployment and Under Employment

Youth Coalition advised the Committee that:

While jobs growth is picking up for the rest of the population, youth unemployment and underemployment remain a concern. In the current context of a strengthening economy, we are disappointed in the lack of investment to address this issue.

The Committee noted the major concerns raised during Youth Coalition’s hearing including the lack of investment in specific initiatives to address housing affordability and youth unemployment and underemployment.

Youth unemployment and underemployment was discussed further with the Minister for Housing on Thursday, 22 June 2017 (See Chapter 10: Community Services Directorate for an overview of that discussion and associated recommendations).
Young Women’s Christian Association Canberra
Introduction

Young Women’s Christian Association Canberra (YWCA Canberra) is a feminist, secular, not-for-profit organisation that has provided community services and represented women’s issues in Canberra since 1929. YWCA Canberra provides quality, innovative services for women, girls and families in the ACT and surrounding regions in areas such as; children’s services, community development, housing, youth services, personal and professional training, women’s leadership and advocacy.

Matters Considered

At the hearing, the following matters were considered:

· funding for the women’s plan 2016-21;

· safer family package;

· investment in primary and secondary prevention initiatives;

· bullying experienced by LGBTQI students;

· women and homelessness;

· gender equality;
 and

· youth and mental health.

Key Issues

Women and Homelessness 

Evidence from the YWCA noted a $525,000 commitment to delivering a housing and homeless summit in the ACT Budget. However, YWCA advised the Committee that a separate stream for women, particularly older women, has been requested for consideration by the government.

YWCA provided an analysis of affordable housing concerns faced by older persons in the ACT. It was noted that in Anglicare’s most recent rental affordability snapshot, only 24 of the 1,280 private rentals surveyed were affordable to single, aged pensioners. Additionally, specialist homeless services data depicted an increase in older persons in the ACT accessing specialist homeless services from 11 per cent to 17 per cent.

YWCA provided the Committee with an example of gaps in current homelessness services:

On the evening of 4 April a woman presented at the YWCA Canberra’s office. I was the only staff member on. Because she faced sleeping rough and had nowhere to go and as I was the last person in the office, I took it upon myself to call OneLink on this woman’s behalf. I was told in no uncertain terms that she should sleep in her car. This woman did not own a car. This is not an unusual response; we have testimonies we can share of other women who have had similar experiences. The problem is that these services are simply blind to older women. They are not their target group and so their needs go unmet.

When asked, YWCA advised the Committee that the example provided was not a one off situation and that many of these women resort to sleeping in cars after couch-surfing and staying with family and friends had been exhausted.

It was further noted that although YWCA applauds the government’s prioritisation of women presenting as escaping domestic violence, older women do fall through the gaps:

If you are an older woman who is homeless due to loss of a job, death of a partner or a health issue where you are not able to maintain employment, you can no longer afford market rent, it is those women that we are not capturing who are falling through the system. They are not on a priority list and they often do not have children anymore, they might not have a disability, they are just not on any priority list because they are an individual person who is homeless due to not being able to afford market rent.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes the concerns raised by YWCA regarding the need for women-specific homelessness funding in the ACT. The Committee recognises the significant gaps in the current system, regarding older women who are homeless and the limited support available to that cohort. 

3 Officers of the Legislative Assembly

ACT Auditor-General

Introduction

The website of the ACT Audit Office states that:

The Auditor-General is responsible for the audit of all ACT public sector agencies.

The main functions of the ACT Audit Office, as set out in the Auditor-General Act 1996, are:

to promote public accountability in the public administration of the Territory;

to audit annual financial statements of the Territory, departments and Territory authorities; and

to conduct performance audits.

It also states that:

The Auditor-General also has responsibilities under the Public Interest Disclosure Act 2012, the Government Procurement Act 2001 and the Territory-Owned Corporations Act 1990.

Matters Considered
Matters Considered by the Committee in relation to the Auditor-General and ACT Audit Office in hearings of 29 July 2017 included:

· the financial position of the Audit Office;

· implementation of recommendations from the strategic review of the Audit Office;

· forthcoming performance audits;

· an Audit Office report on the appointment of the Commissioner for International Engagement;

· follow-up on performance audits;

· interactions of auditors-general and integrity commissioners;

· interactions between the Audit Office and other agencies in the course of performance audits;

· non-public sector performance audits;

· bench-marking;
 and

· a performance audit on policy information in public schools.

Key Issues
Financial Position of the Audit Office

In hearings of 29 June 2017 the Committee considered the financial position of the Auditor-General and the ACT Audit Office.

In her opening statement, the Auditor-General told the Committee that:

We estimate that the Audit Office will incur an operating deficit of $114,000 in this financial year. This is lower than the budget deficit of $213,000, as it is mainly due to salary cost savings being generated by the departure of financial audit and performance staff in this financial year. These cost savings are partially offset by higher than expected supplies and services costs, with performance audit contractors being engaged to replace departing performance audit staff and commence a number of performance audits early …

The Auditor-General told the Committee that:

We estimate that the Audit Office will incur a deficit of $659,000 in 2017-18, due primarily to expenses increasing by $606,000, which is around eight per cent. The expenses reflect the budget assumption that the budgeted number of staff will be maintained, resulting in higher salary costs as the budgeted number of staff were not maintained, as I have just said, in 2016-17. The estimated 2017-18 operating deficit of $659,000 will be covered by the Audit Office’s accumulated funds. We have $1.3 million in accumulated funds. Therefore, importantly, no additional funding from the ACT Government is required.

The Committee was also advised that:

Incurring an operating deficit for 2017-18 has the support, as is required, of the Speaker and the Treasurer. As disclosed in the budget balance sheet on page 13 of the budget statements, incurring the deficit of $659,000 means that the accumulated funds are estimated to reduce from the $1.3 million as at 30 June 2017 to $660,000 by 30 June 2018. Therefore, the Audit Office is expected to retain our capacity to meet our financial obligations after incurring the deficit of $659,000 in 2017-18.

Regarding the financial outlook for the Audit Office, the Auditor-General told the Committee that:

The Audit Office total revenue budget for 2017-18 is $7 million, consisting of financial audit fees of $4 million—58 per cent of the budget revenue, disclosed in the budget papers as user charges—and an appropriation of $2.9 million, 41 per cent of the revenue budget, disclosed in the budget papers as controlled recurrent payments. The total revenue budget is expected to remain stable over the forward years, with revenue increasing from an estimated 6.9 in 2016-17 to 7.3 by 2020-21, an increase of $0.4 million or 1.4 per cent per annum. The total revenue budget assumes the following: the size and the complexities of the financial audit program will not change materially and, as a result, financial audit fees are expected to be stable over the forward years; the planned number of performance audits I have just outlined, eight in the coming financial year and seven thereafter; and other activities to be completed within the appropriation.

Forthcoming Performance Audits

In hearings on 29 June 2017 the Committee considered forthcoming performance audits.

In response to questions, the Auditor-General told the Committee that:

Yesterday our forward [Performance Audit] program was announced. It shows that we intend in the next financial year, 2017-18, to commence the following audits: educational support for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students; ACT Health response to misreporting of data; early intervention and prevention initiatives for children; protective security policy framework; an audit on carbon neutral government; an audit on ACT clubs’ community contributions; one on stormwater management; one on affordable housing; one on ICT strategic planning; and one on crown lease variations. However, if other issues emerge, these priorities may change.

ACT Electoral Commission

Introduction

The website for the ACT Electoral Commission states that:

The ACT Electoral Commission, known as Elections ACT, is an independent statutory authority responsible for conducting elections and referendums for the Australian Capital Territory Legislative Assembly. Our mission is to provide the ACT community with high quality electoral services that ensure fair and open elections and referendums.

Matters Considered
Matters Considered by the Committee in relation to the ACT Electoral Commission in hearings of 21 June 2017 included:

· constraints on third-party campaigners acting in concert;

· definitions of ‘electoral material’;

· electronic voting;

· provision of electoral services to ACT bodies;

· maintenance of the ACT electoral roll;
 and

· software employed by the Electoral Commission.

Key Issues
Constraints on Third-Party Campaigners Acting in Concert
In hearings of 21 June 2017 the Committee considered constraints on third-party campaigners acting in concert with respect to electoral expenditure.

In particular, the Committee asked questions regarding electoral expenditure by third parties. The example of the Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union (CFMEU) and its training arm, Creative Safety Initiatives (CSI), was used. The CFMEU spent $38,000 on the election and CSI $35,000. A single entity’s spend is capped at $40,000.

In connection with this, the Committee asked whether these matters had been investigated and whether there had been an outcome.

The Acting Electoral Commissioner informed the Committee that Election ACT’s compliance auditor visited all third-party campaigners to review their financial statements. The auditor determined:
where the cost has been incurred, where the electoral expenditure has been incurred, the compliance auditor looks at governance structures, individual ABNs and other mechanisms to determine whether they are legally a separate body that has incurred separate costs.
 
The compliance auditor determined that the CFMEU and the CSI were two separate legal entities.
 
When asked as to whether creating the further subsidiary body may have allowed the third party to circumvent constraints on electoral expenditure,
 the Committee was advised that there was previously a clause in the Electoral Act 1992 that prohibited the working in concert of third party campaigners.
 Amendments made by the Assembly that removed that clause took effect on 3 March 2015.
 Since then, as long as separate legal entities are spending less than $40,000 each there is no breach of the Act. Transfer of funds between the two entities would constitute a gift:
If an entity was to pay, let us say, $50,000 for the publishing of electoral matter, and then another entity was to say, “Well, here’s $25,000 to cover that,” that would be considered a $25,000 gift; it would not be considered electoral expenditure on their behalf. So the other entity would have breached that $40,000 expenditure limit.
 
When asked whether current arrangements allowed entities to setup separate entities and incur expenditure up to the cap from each entity, the Acting Commissioner responded, telling the Committee that the role of the Electoral Commission was to administer the Electoral Act 1992 (ACT) and that the exact provision of the Act was a matter for the Assembly to determine.

The Committee asked whether the definition of what constitutes legally separate entities was in the Electoral Act 1992. The Acting Electoral Commissioner informed the Committee that it was not and that Elections ACT had had to interpret it so that the compliance auditor had a definition to work with. 

Committee Comment
The Committee notes the evidence provided by the ACT Electoral Commission.

Electronic Voting

In hearings of 21 June 2017 the Committee considered arrangements for electronic voting, and in particular security matters and the potential for online voting.

The Committee asked about electronic and online voting. The Acting Electoral Commissioner explained that Elections ACT had two systems with different purposes. The eVACs system permits electronic voting for Legislative Assembly elections but does not support online voting. It is a confined local area network and therefore not accessible via the internet. 

The NetVote system, which is used for third party elections such as enterprise bargaining agreements, is an online voting system that supports ‘yes’ or ‘no’ votes. The commission is seeking approval to transfer some appropriation to allow the development of NetVote to support Hare-Clark elections. As NetVote is for online voting, it has encryption and firewalls to protect it.
 The software used by the Commission for electronic voting was an open-source system.

The Committee notes that Elections ACT appears to have no plans at this point to introduce online voting to Legislative Assembly elections.
ACT Ombudsman

Introduction

The website of the ACT Ombudsman states that:

The ACT Ombudsman was established in 1989 as part of the framework for ACT self-government. Under an arrangement between the ACT Government and the Australian Government, the Commonwealth Ombudsman is also the ACT Ombudsman.

The Ombudsman is an independent and impartial officer appointed to investigate complaints from individuals who have been unable to resolve problems with ACT Government agencies.

Another page on the website states that:

The Ombudsman:

· has wide powers to investigate the actions and decisions of government agencies

· tries to ensure that administrative action by government agencies is fair and accountable.

The Ombudsman encourages ACT Government agencies to provide fair, transparent and accessible complaint-management procedures.

Matters Considered
Matters Considered by the Committee in relation to the ACT Ombudsman in hearings of 
26 June 2017 included:

· staffing for the ACT Ombudsman;

· complaint numbers and handling;

· new obligations as result of changes in Freedom of Information legislation;

· investigations;

· liaison and cooperation with the office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner and the Australian Federal Police;

· advent of the ACT Reportable Conduct Scheme;
 and

· the nature of 'financial remedies.’

Key Issues
Advent of the ACT Reportable Conduct Scheme

The ACT Ombudsman’s website states in relation to employment-related child protection:

The ACT has introduced a reportable conduct scheme to oversee how organisations prevent and respond to allegations of child abuse and misconduct. The scheme will commence on 1 July 2017.

Certain employers who work with children are covered by the scheme and will need to report to the ACT Ombudsman. Broadly, ‘reportable conduct’ covers allegations or convictions of child abuse or misconduct toward children.

It goes on to say that:

The reportable conduct scheme does not interfere with reporting obligations to ACT Policing or Children and Youth Protective Services (CYPS). If employers suspect criminal conduct has occurred, they should report to police in the first instance.

In hearings of 26 June 2017, the Committee considered the advent of the ACT Reportable Conduct Scheme.
 In particular, the Committee asked about preparations for the Scheme.

The Acting Senior Assistant Ombudsman, Immigration, Industries and Territories Branch, told the Committee that:

 We have been doing a lot of work in implementation, getting in contact with all the different employer sectors that will be covered by the scheme. In the last three months, we have done, I think, between 25 and 30 information sessions for all the different sectors: the childcare sectors, the school sectors, the health sectors, out-of-home care and, of course, the public sector. We have been running those information sessions mainly for the human resource areas of those organisations, to let them know about the scheme, what it means for them and their business, what they need to tell their employees about it. We have got some really great feedback on that. I think people have been quite receptive to that.

The Committee was further told that:

In terms of the information that we have been able to provide for employers, there is a whole host of information on our website. We have a toolkit for employers, touching on all of the process that they will now need to be aware of with the reportable conduct scheme, and a lot of guidance materials on what is reportable conduct, what sorts of things you should think about when you are talking to an employee when there has been an allegation made about them. We have been seeking feedback on those resources for quite some months now, and we have received some useful feedback in that regard. We are fairly confident that people are aware of the scheme. They are receiving email updates every time we put a new resource on the website. We consider that we have coordinated with our different co-regulators in this space and that we will be ready to start our new functions from 1 July.

When asked which agencies were administering similar schemes in other jurisdictions, the Acting Ombudsman told the Committee that:

The New South Wales Ombudsman has had a reportable conduct scheme running for 15 or more years. The Victorian Ombudsman is just starting a new scheme. When we start, at this stage, there will only be three jurisdictions that are either considering it or already running a reportable conduct scheme. We have been working closely with the New South Wales Ombudsman to look at their lessons learned and to see what we can use in the scheme here in the ACT, noting that we need to tailor it for the sectors here and the sort of reportable conduct we think we might get.

The Committee heard that the Victorian scheme was also due to come into operation on 1 July 2017. The Acting Senior Assistant Ombudsman told the Committee that:

It is a graduated commencement for them. They are covering different sectors at different times. But, yes, they will be sharing the same start date as us.

When asked about working cooperatively with counterpart agencies in other jurisdictions, the Acting Ombudsman told the Committee that:

What we have tried to do, noting that the royal commission will hand down its findings and recommendations at the end of the year, is work with New South Wales and Victoria to try, as much as possible, to be similar in our definitions and other things within the scheme, to make sure that if there is a national scheme, whether there is or not, we are at least talking about the same things and the same categories of abuse. We are trying to make the schemes as similar as possible, at least for definitions and reporting purposes.

The Committee asked further questions about the ACT Ombudsman’s role in connection with the Scheme and heard that:

When the scheme starts, there will be a requirement on all the employers covered by this scheme to report to the Ombudsman once they become aware of allegations about one of their employees that they have allegedly engaged in reportable conduct. The Ombudsman will then monitor the investigations that are carried out by that employer and the actions that they take in response to the allegations. Through that role, we could make suggestions, provide feedback. As the investigation is going along, we could be asking for updates. Ultimately, the employer will have to send us a final report setting out what they did in response to the allegation; what, if any, conclusions they reached; and what, if any, actions they took in relation to their employee. I guess in a sense there is that case management or oversight role that we would be playing there.

The Acting Ombudsman also told the Committee that:

We also have a number of other functions as part of the scheme, including monitoring how employers covered by this scheme have policies and practices in place to prevent reportable conduct. We also have the capacity to take complaints about how an employer is dealing with reportable conduct, and we can investigate those, should we decide to do so. 

4 Office of the Legislative Assembly
Introduction 

The website of the Legislative Assembly for the ACT states that:

The Office of the Legislative Assembly, established by the Legislative Assembly (Office of the Legislative Assembly) Act 2012, provides procedural and administrative advice and support to the Assembly and its committees. Section 6 of the Act provides that the Office is responsible for performing a number of specific functions, including:

providing advice on parliamentary practice and procedure and the functions of the Assembly and committees;

reporting Assembly proceedings and committee meetings;

maintaining an official record of Assembly proceedings;

providing library and information facilities and services for members; 

providing staff to enable the Assembly and committees to operate efficiently; 

providing business support functions, including administering the entitlements of members who are not part of the Executive; 

maintaining the Assembly precincts; and

providing public education about the functions of the Assembly and committees.

Matters Considered
Matters Considered by the Committee in relation to the Office of the Legislative Assembly in hearings of 26 June 2017 included the:

· transition to a larger Assembly;

· administration of the Office Support Allowance to Members of the Legislative Assembly (MLAs);

· impact of adjacent construction works on the Assembly precinct;

· increased staffing in the Office of the Legislative Assembly;

· promotion and advertising of Assembly committee inquiries;
 and

·  protective security plan for the Assembly.

Key Issues
Administration of the Office Support Allowance to MLAs

In hearings of 26 June 2017, the Committee asked questions regarding administration of the Office Support Allowance to MLAs.

In responding to questions, the General Manager, Business Support Branch, told the Committee that:

the office support allocation, as it is now known, replaced what was previously called a discretionary office allocation, which … was a larger, bigger beast. The Remuneration Tribunal in considering a number of requests from successive Speakers and a number of members to dismantle that arrangement did so in the middle of 2014. At that point the Assembly did seek the tribunal’s indulgence, I guess, to retain a small allocation so that members did not have to be paying for office stationery, copying, printing and so on within the office. We saw that as being somewhat cumbersome.

The Committee was also advised that:

The Tribunal’s view was that it wanted to see the previous discretionary office allocation completely dismantled, but it did say that a small sum could be retained for access by individual members for things like office printing and copying, office stationery and certain IT expenses that act as an adjunct, I guess, to the standard IT equipment given.

Under these arrangements, the General Manager, Business Support Branch told the Committee:

Members have a report sent to them each month outlining their copy and print counts. They order stationery through the OfficeMax contract and are provided with a summary of that expenditure. I think the one area where it does vary quite considerably is how members use those funds for certain IT equipment, whether it is, for example, software or Citrix login tokens. But all the information I see is that it seems to work fairly well—certainly better than the old scheme.

Committee Comment
In consideration of its discussion and deliberations on the Office Support Allowance, the Committee makes the following recommendation:
The Committee recommends that the Standing Committee on Administration and Procedure clarify, by way of a publicly available document distributed to all Members of the Legislative Assembly, precisely what is considered appropriate use of the Office Support Allowance.
5 Chief Minister, Treasury, and Economic Development Directorate

Introduction

The Annual Report 2015-16 for the Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate (CMTEDD) states that the Directorate:

leads the public sector and works collaboratively both within government and with the community to achieve positive outcomes.

The Annual Report goes on to say that:

As a central agency, CMTEDD provided strategic advice and support to the Chief Minister, the directorate’s Ministers and the Cabinet on policy, economic and financial matters, service delivery and whole of government issues. It facilitated the implementation of government priorities, drove new initiatives and led the strategic direction for the Service. The directorate provided advice to the ACT Government and agencies on the Territory’s budget and financial management, economic and revenue policy, infrastructure financing, federal financial relations, and workers’ compensation policy. It was also responsible for collecting and managing taxation revenue, and managing the Territory’s financial assets and liabilities including superannuation liabilities and investments. In addition it managed Shared Services across government including information and communication technology (ICT), financial and human resources (HR) support.
 

The Annual Report states that:

The directorate, through Access Canberra, provided a one-stop shop for ACT Government customer and regulatory services to make access for the community to government services easier, simpler and faster.

It also states that:

The directorate had a strong focus on facilitating business development and new investment, tourism and events, sport and recreation, higher and vocational education and the arts, often in coordination with the private sector, to increase the economic performance of the ACT. The directorate was also responsible for land release and facilitating projects, as well as procurement and capital works. It also provided advice to government on racing and gaming activities. The directorate continued to provide a coordinated response to the health, social, financial and practical consequences of the continuing contamination of Canberra houses with loose fill asbestos insulation.

Government Strategy

The Budget Papers 2017-18 show Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate (CMTEDD) Output Class 1: Government Strategy as consisting of three outputs.

The headline description for ‘Output 1.1: Government Policy and Reform’ is:

Provision of advice and support to the Chief Minister, the Head of Service and the Director-General on strategic policy, including high priority reforms and effective delivery of government policies and priorities.

The headline description for ‘Output 1.2: Public Sector Management’ is:

Provision of an employment and policy framework to support a professional, skilled and accountable public service that is responsive to the ACT Government and the community; and management of whole of government capacity building programs.

The headline description for ‘Output 1.3: Coordinated Communications and Community Engagement’ is:

Provision of communications support and protocol services to the ACT Government and community.

Matters Considered

Matters Considered by the Committee in relation to Output Class 1, Government Strategy, in hearings of 20 June 2017, included: 

· the availability of Ministers to appear before the Select Committee on Estimates;

· the availability of sitting patterns for the Assembly for the coming year;

· salary entitlements for Members’ offices;

· steps by the ACT Government to make Canberra LGBTQI-friendly;

· the potential for ex gratia payments in connection with a dog attack;

· diversification of the ACT economy;

· community engagement;

· approaches to digital record-keeping;

· the ACT's engagement with NSW and the Commonwealth
 through the Council of Australian Governments (COAG);
 

· ACT public service recruitment and retention of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people;

· the new output: Output 1.4, Digital Strategy, and the work of the Digital Service Governance Committee;

· digital strategy workshops to review each Directorate’s technology and business plans;
 and

· efforts to inform and engage local ICT industry in relation to the Digital Strategy.

Key Issues
Availability of Ministers to Appear Before the Select Committee on Estimates

In hearings of 20 June 2017, the Committee asked questions regarding the availability of ministers to appear before the Select Committee on Estimates and other committees of the Assembly.

In particular, the Committee asked the Chief Minister questions as to his expectations of ministers in this regard.

In responding, to the question, the Chief Minister agreed that one minister was not available to appear before the Committee.

At this point the Committee noted that other ministers would be absent during Estimates hearings, and asked again as to the Chief Minister’s expectations of ministers in this regard.

The Chief Minister responded by telling the Committee that his expectation was that ministers would make themselves available ‘within reason’ and subject to ministers having ‘a variety of other obligations.’
 He told the Committee that:

Given that this period is the longest period of estimates of almost any state or territory for the smallest amount of money, the level of scrutiny undertaken in the ACT vastly exceeds any other jurisdiction in terms of the time that is available for estimates, for the budget debate, for annual report hearings. You get half an hour with first ministers in most other jurisdictions; you guys have me for 2 and a half days.

The Chief Minister also told the Committee that:

In relation to the other ministers being unavailable for a few days in a two-week period, I have to say I do not think that is unreasonable.

When asked whether senior executives were advised that they should make themselves available for the period of Estimates hearings, the Chief Minister told the Committee that:

By and large across the senior executive that is the case, but there will always be circumstances where that is not possible

Committee Comment
The Committee takes the view that it is important for ministers of government to be available to appear at Estimates hearings, in that Estimates is one of the key mechanisms supporting transparency in the ACT. The Committee notes that Estimates hearing dates are outlined as part of the Assembly Sitting Pattern at the beginning of the year.
Salary Entitlements for Members’ Offices

The Committee asked about the determination of salary entitlements for members’ offices including crossbench salary allowances, non-executive member salaries and ministerial allowances.

The Chief Minister advised that there are different allocations for party leader, deputy leader, crossbench and non-executive offices and that executive allocations are reflective of portfolio responsibilities. He also noted past reviews on staffing allocations. 

In response to Committee questions on whether the allocations could be referred to the remuneration tribunal for determination, the Chief Minister advised that:
We could, within a global amount. I am not going to necessarily hand over decisions on the totality of the allocation to the [remuneration] tribunal, but we could seek their advice on those questions. They do that in relation to salary and other conditions for members, and that provides a reasonable indication of the different levels of responsibility. There are additional allocations for committee chairs and whips and leaders and deputy leaders and the like, so that is something to consider.
I think it is important that the global amount remain as a relative measure of the executive budget. At a federal level the opposition is given somewhere between 18 and 21 per cent of the government allocation. I think we are a little more generous here. But these are things that chief ministers can consider.

Committee Comment
The Committee believes that referring staffing allowances for non-executive Members of the Legislative Assembly to the Remuneration Tribunal for determination would enhance transparency.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government consider transferring the function of determining staffing budgets for non-executive Members of the Legislative Assembly to the ACT Remuneration Tribunal.

Diversification of the ACT Economy

In hearings of 20 June 2017 the Committee considered diversification in the ACT economy.

In particular the Committee asked whether the 2017-18 Budget supported diversification of the economy.

In responding to the question the Chief Minister told the Committee:

The budget aims to support a variety of areas within the territory economy that are poised for future growth. Across the Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development portfolio we allocate resources in a variety of different areas to support that diversification of growth. Through the policy work that is largely undertaken in these output classes and support for cabinet-level discussion and decision-making, we continue to not only support those areas of the territory economy that have significant growth opportunities in the short term; we are also looking at medium and long-term objectives for the territory economy.

The Chief Minister told the Committee that:

The budget has a series of new initiatives that support activities across a diverse range of areas that could be broadly described under the economic development banner. The details of those are contained in the budget papers; I will not go through each one or else I would use up the rest of the available time this afternoon, and I do not intend to do that. It is important to acknowledge the direct role economic development plays within this broader group of portfolios. We have a separate hearing on that tomorrow morning, on the specifics, but I do want to acknowledge the important role that the central agency plays in supporting cabinet-level decision-making and in supporting the coordination of whole-of-government economic development strategy and specific input into individual projects, including support for work that is undertaken between jurisdictions and between the ACT Government and the federal government.

The Chief Minister also told the Committee that:

There are a number of broader economic development initiatives that would fit under the banner of the Canberra region that are also supported and coordinated through the Chief Minister’s stream in terms of inter-governmental relations and regional relations. They are all supported through this budget, through either new appropriations or existing resources, including the Canberra Region Joint Organisation support, which is the work we are undertaking with the surrounding New South Wales local government areas, the COAG-level interactions, supporting individual ministers in their ministerial councils, as well as me at COAG, and the various special meetings or subcommittees that spin out of that particular forum, and more broadly cabinet as a whole. Those are the areas that would be encompassed within this output class.

Specialist Advisor’s Report

The report written for the Committee by its Specialist Advisor made comment about claims in the ACT Budget that there had been progress on diversifying the ACT economy. It stated that:

Pegasus has significant reservations regarding any claims made to the effect that any progress has been made in diversifying the ACT economy, particularly in relation to greater private sector involvement in the ACT economy. A diversified economy is one that has multiple sources of income. A diversified economy is considered desirable as it reduces the dependence on any one sector of the economy as a source of income in the event of a shock and/or downturn in that sector. As already seen above, the ACT economy is heavily dependent on the public sector, especially the Commonwealth Government.

The Specialist Advisor’s report stated that:

Analysis of the available data suggests the ACT economy remains very much a ‘company town’ highly dependent on the Commonwealth Government. An examination of the latest national accounts reveals that over the past decade the ACT economy has in fact become even more dependent on the Commonwealth Government as outlined in Figure 5 below. The contribution of the Commonwealth Government to total final demand in the ACT economy has increased from 55.6 per cent in the September quarter 2007 to 60.1 per cent in the March quarter 2017.
 

In fact, the Special Advisor’s report stated:

Rather than becoming more diversified over the last decade, the ACT economy has become far less diversified as the public sector – composed of both the Commonwealth and ACT Governments – have increased their overall contribution to ACT final demand from 62.4 per cent in the September quarter 2007 to 67.3 per cent in the March quarter 2017 as outlined in Figure 6 below. Given the public sector growth experienced over the past decade, which now accounts for over two thirds of ACT final demand, any claim that the ACT is becoming a more diversified economy appears is difficult to justify.
 

Committee Comment
The Committee notes differences between the view of the Territory set out by the Chief Minister and that described by the Committee’s Specialist Advisor.

In particular, the Committee notes the ACT’s continued—and increased—reliance on the Commonwealth as a source of funds and as a creator of employment. In the Committee’s view, this represents a key area of vulnerability for the ACT economy.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government adopt meaningful indicators for diversity in the ACT economy.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government report on diversity in the ACT economy to the Legislative Assembly as part of the Budget and mid-year update.

Community Engagement

In hearings of 20 June 2017 the Committee asked questions regarding community engagement.

In responding to questions on community engagement, the Director Communications, Communications Division, CMTEDD, told the Committee that:

In the 2017-18 budget we have been funded $651,000 for whole-of-government strategic engagement. With that money we are putting together a small team for a 12-month period who will be looking to work with our colleagues across directorates to put in place consistent training, to put in place engagement tools and services that we can all use across government. That will include a stakeholder management system that we can all use to track the work that we do in engagement.

The Director Communications told the Committee that:

It will further develop the You Are Safe platform, the digital engagement platform, and we are also finalising bringing on board a nationally recognised expert or team of experts to help us with an update on Engaging Canberrans: a guide to community engagement and on how and where the government commits to work with the community on community engagement, recognising the unique responsibilities we have as a city-state jurisdiction and looking at the learnings and the successes around the country and internationally and how we can apply them here.

The Chief Minister also responded to questions. He told the Committee that:

In relation to areas of priority for this new investment, we are looking at some specific proposals that are issues based, as we discussed yesterday in the context of, for example, CTP reform. But more broadly the government will seek to engage with a representative sample of the community on a range of different issues. Some potential ideas here include seeking, across the 130-odd suburbs in the city, to recruit within each suburb several hundred citizens who are demographically representative of that suburb to participate in an online community panel. You aggregate all of those people and you are getting up towards 10,000, which is, I think, a more representative sample of Canberrans that would cover all the different age groups and would allow for engagement on an opt-in basis at a time of their own choosing.

The Chief Minister also told the Committee that:

There are some pretty clear things that we need to do better on, and one is to engage with many more people, move beyond the idea of town hall meetings as the be-all and end-all of consultation because they are about as narrow and self-selecting as you can get in terms of community consultation. They exclude 99 and a half per cent of the population most of the time. Our research is demonstrating that people are just not interested in that sort of engagement and will not attend, in order to avoid situations of conflict and angry meetings. Whilst there is a very small proportion of the community who find that entertaining, the overwhelming majority do not. That is why they choose not to participate and that is why even a big meeting in an area might attract a couple of hundred people out of 30,000 or 90,000. I almost completely disregard that as being representative, because it is not.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government commit to engaging the community on possible topics for the citizens' jury trial, to ensure that the topic chosen is one that is interesting and meaningful to the community and is therefore good value for money given the roughly $2.8 million cost of the trial.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the ACT Legislative Assembly with a breakdown of the $7.228 million expenditure on community engagement and coordinated communications in the 2017-18 Budget, which outlines the expenditure on training ACT public service staff in community engagement, hiring community engagement experts, and any other community engagement related expenditure.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the ACT Legislative Assembly with a breakdown of the $2.776 million expenditure under ‘More and better jobs – Ensuring your views are heard – Deliberative democracy.’
ACT Public Service Recruitment And Retention of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander People
In hearings of 20 July 2017, the Committee considered ACTPS recruitment and retention of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people.

When asked whether the ACT Government was committed to a target of three per cent Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people employed in the ACTPS, as agreed at COAG, the Deputy Director-General, Workforce Capability and Governance Division, CMTEDD, who is also the ACT Public Sector Standards Commissioner, told the Committee that:

We measure that figure every year through the State of the Service Report, so we can certainly at the year’s end be clear about what that figure is. About three years ago, when Ms Leigh became the Head of Service, we looked at how we were tracking against the targets that we had set and we knew that we needed to regenerate them. So we have used the original targets and put them into performance agreements for directors-general. Each year, performance agreements for directors-general are set with the targets. They are updated on a quarterly basis and reconciliation is sent out to two directorates. We are very carefully monitoring how we are going in setting those targets. We will be resetting them at the beginning of next financial year.

When asked again whether the ACT Government had adopted a target of three per cent Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander employees in the ACT Public Service, the Deputy Director-General told the Committee that:

It is not three per cent. As I said, when the State of the Service Report comes out, we can be clear about what exactly it is. I can certainly report back to the committee on what it currently is. We are meeting better the targets that we had set in 2014, but it is not three per cent.

Committee Comment
The Committee considers that there should be more transparency in relation to the proportion of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people currently employed in the ACT Public Service. 

The Committee is disappointed that the Deputy Director-General, Workforce Capability and Governance Division, CMTEDD, who is also the ACT Public Sector Standards Commissioner, is unable to answer direct questions on the proportion of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people currently employed in the ACT Public Service, or to state the target agreed to by the ACT Government.

In light of this, the Committee makes the following recommendation:
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government table in the Assembly, the proportion of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in the ACT Public Service and targets for that employment, by the end of August 2017. 

Access Canberra

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· Access Canberra staffing profile;

· the move to Woden office and shopfront;

· no cash payments at Woden shopfront;

· complaints about odour from the Mugga Lane Resource Centre;

· building regulation reform;

· solar access;

· the hoarding taskforce and engagement/education/enforcement approach;

· the evaluation of effectiveness of business units;

· the employment of contractors;

· Access Canberra acting for other agencies;

· response time for complaints about dangerous dogs;

· discontinued accountability indicators;

· measuring effectiveness of Access Canberra;
 

· reducing red tape for small business;

· the process required to end greyhound racing;

· Tabcorp revenue derived from greyhound racing;

· ownership, breeding and training of greyhounds in the ACT;

· the reasons for ending greyhound racing;

· the relationship between NSW and ACT greyhound racing industry;

· the assistance package to ACT greyhound racing industry;
 and

· re-homing program for greyhounds.

Key Issues

Complaints About Odour from the Mugga Lane Resource Centre 

The Committee asked for an update on complaints about odour from the Mugga Lane Resource Centre. Officials noted that there had been over 100 complaints in the last 18 months but only 20 in 2017, demonstrating a significant reduction. Approximately 12 months ago the environmental authorisation for operating at the site was reviewed and updated. The revised environmental authorisation requires that the active tip face be covered by a specified amount of soil at the end of each day. Additional work has been done on controlling leachate from old waste areas, and on the design and construction of new cells. A lot of composting for organic recycling has been moved off site. The focus has been on work at the resource centre, but possible sewerage and stormwater sources of odour were also investigated.
 

Solar Access

The Committee asked about action taken when a building causes overshadowing of neighbouring properties due to non-compliance with the approved development application (DA). Officials told the Committee that they were not aware of growth in this type of complaint. There is a particular case where a garage wall has been built in contravention of the DA. The builder lodged an amended DA but parts related to the garage wall were not approved. The builder has appealed the determination but Access Canberra has given notice that, should the appeal fail, a rectification notice will be issued.

The Committee asked about Access Canberra’s ability to track complaints. Officials said that all complaints were tracked but that different parts of Access Canberra used different tracking systems. The new complaints management team will unite the different parts of the system and enable better case management and easier data analysis.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes information provided by Access Canberra that there were 201 building complaints in 2016-17. Of these complaints 80 related to an unapproved structure and 63 to a development undertaken not in accordance with an approved DA.
 The Committee believes that the issue of building compliance with development applications may require additional scrutiny.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government review the priority and resourcing given to complaints about non-compliance with approved Development Applications and report its conclusions to the relevant Standing Committee during 2017 annual report hearings. 

Greyhound Racing Industry
The Minister for Regulatory Services publicly announced just prior to his appearance before the Committee that the government intended to prohibit greyhound racing and trialling in the ACT effective 30 June 2018.
 The Committee asked exactly what would be prohibited and the Minister confirmed that greyhound owning, breeding, training, sales and gambling will not be prohibited, only racing and trialling.
 

The Minister said that the Durkin report showed that there had been confusion, uncertainty and inconsistency in the way in which ACT animal welfare legislation had been applied to people racing greyhounds in the ACT. While owning, breeding and training will not be prohibited it will be subject to greater animal welfare scrutiny.

The Committee asked whether the ACT Government would receive revenue from greyhound racing. The Minister informed the Committee that the ACT receives an annual totalisator licence fee from Tabcorp. The estimated revenue for 2016-17 is $1.032 million and that is subject to annual indexation. 

The Committee asked about the assistance package for the industry. The Minister informed the Committee that approximately $1 million had been set aside in this year’s budget. The assistance will be available to those exiting the industry, particularly those directly employed by the Canberra Greyhound Racing Club, the Club’s contractors and suppliers, and ACT residents registered as owners or breeders. Assistance is intended to be quite individualised to the recipients depending on their particular circumstances.

Gaming and Racing

Committee Comment
The announcement of the government’s intention to prohibit greyhound racing and trialling in the ACT on the morning of the hearing dominated the Committee’s time with the Minister. The Committee offers the below recommendations intended to improve the transparency and accountability of this portfolio.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government update the Assembly on progress in revising the Memorandum of Understanding between the racing industry and the ACT Government.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government table in the Assembly a table showing the distribution of grants for each recipient for the ACT racing industry for the 2017-18 Budget and forward estimates.

The Committee recommends that the annual report in relation to gaming and racing include a section dealing with:
amounts expended on the transition of the Canberra greyhound racing industry;

any amounts spent on related litigation;

the purposes for which the expenditure was incurred;

amounts collected for the Problem Gambling Assistance Levy;

an explanation of what the Problem Gambling Assistance Levy was spent on; and

a list of reports commissioned by the Gambling and Racing Commission, the amount paid for each report and the recipient of the payment.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the Assembly with a response to the Access Canberra report on cash withdrawing facilities in gaming machine venues, including any legislative and regulatory changes, by the end of September 2017.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government include a requirement for clubs to provide a brief plan indicating how funds will be used to diversify their business models in order to be eligible for the one off $10,000 grant as part of the small clubs assistance package.

Economic Development

Output 3.1: Innovation, Trade and Investment

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class the:

· use and assessment of InnovationConnect and Icon grants;

· autonomous vehicle trial;

· organisation of Enterprise Canberra;

· casino unsolicited proposal;

· Manuka Oval unsolicited proposal;

· unsolicited bid framework;

· defence industry development;

· higher education sector economic impact;

· free Wi-Fi network;
 and

· Wi-Fi on buses.

Key Issues

Unsolicited Bids 

The Committee asked about the processes around unsolicited bids, including the Canberra Casino and Manuka Oval unsolicited bids. 

The Minister explained that there is a three stage process for assessing unsolicited proposals for developments. The casino bid is currently at stage three and the Manuka Oval bid did not advance beyond stage two.
 
The Committee heard that the process originally provided two gateways for unsolicited bids: one for infrastructure and one for business enterprise. From 1 July 2016, the process was refined to provide a single gateway and the administration of the system moved from Economic Development to Treasury.
 Proposals that had entered assessment pre-July 2016 continued under the old framework.

Officials informed the Committee that unsolicited bid frameworks and guidelines are relatively new across Australia. Jurisdictions are learning from each other with the aim to establish a process that manages bids that originate from outside government in a fair and transparent way with a high degree of probity.
 The process is to filter proposals through the public service before they go to Cabinet. Typically only proposals that are at, or near, stage three will go to Cabinet for consideration.

The Minister and officials noted that they were careful to avoid “stringing proponents along” but were also cautious to avoid “ruling them out” without proper consideration of the proposal.
 The Minister stated that proponents would not be reimbursed for expenses incurred as part of the unsolicited bid process. The only possible exception to this was where the government decided to undertake procurement in the area covered by the unsolicited bid and opted to purchase work product from the original proponent.

Free Public Wi-Fi and Wi-Fi on Buses

The Committee asked about the free public Wi-Fi network. Officials informed the Committee that the scheduled deployment of the network was complete other than some wireless access points in Gungahlin that will be installed when light rail construction work concludes.
 CBRfree is available in Civic, Dickson, Belconnen, Manuka, Kingston, Tuggeranong, Weston Creek, Woden and Gungahlin. Gungahlin has nine wireless access points and a further six will be installed when light rail construction permits. The network has 50,000 individual users per month.

The Committee asked about download restrictions. The daily download restriction is 100 megabytes.

The Committee asked about the Wi-Fi on buses project. Officials informed the Committee that the trial on five ACTION buses occurred throughout 2016. The technology worked and the network had an uptake between five to ten per cent where it was deployed. Transport Canberra now has the information to look at a business case for wider deployment.

Output 3.2: VisitCanberra

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· breakdown of VisitCanberra allocation;

· work of VisitCanberra in attracting exhibitions and events;

· domestic and international visitor numbers;

· Tourism 2020 Strategy;

· international flights;
 and

· effectiveness of marketing expenditure.

Output 3.3: Sport and Recreation

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· plans for new swimming facilities including in Civic and at Stromlo;

· leakage at Civic pool;

· women in sport;

· participation rates in sport;
 and

· ice hockey facility.

Committee Comment

The Committee believes that this Output would benefit from the creation of a separate budget line for sportsground facilities management. The current approach of including it as part of Transport Canberra and City Services Directorate (TCCS) Output 2.4 City Maintenance and Services means that transparency is lost in the sport and recreation portfolio.

The Committee recommends that Transport Canberra and City Services maintain a separate budget line for sportsgrounds facilities management, including line items for: 

maintenance;

lighting and other user charges;

irrigation;

capital upgrades – per project itemised;

capital expenditure – per project itemised;

user charges income from sportsground facilities management; and 

employee expenses resulting from sportsgrounds facilities management.

Key Issues

New Swimming Facilities

The Committee asked about plans for new aquatic facilities. Officials informed the Committee that, with the restructuring of the Land Development Agency, responsibility for investigating options for an aquatic facility as part of the City to the Lake Project now rested with the Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate (EPSDD).

Regarding the proposal to build a pool at Stromlo, officials noted that there was a $33 million commitment in the previous budget for a basic facility with a 50 metre pool and other facilities. Earlier this year the community was consulted on what other facilities it viewed as most important. Feedback from that process has informed further briefing to government and led to additional facilities being included in the request for tender, which should be issued soon. The aim is to have the facility completed by the end of 2019.

The Committee asked about leakage at the Civic pool. Officials informed the Committee that during the peak season of January-February 2017 there was leakage of approximately 27,000 kilolitres per day. The same period in the previous year, prior to remedial work, the loss was around 44,000 litres per day. Work was undertaken to determine whether the leakage was having a negative environmental impact and it was determined that the leakage was draining into the sewer system. Officials noted that the Civic pool is a very aged facility beyond its useful life.

Participation Rates in Sport

The Committee asked about the statistic in the budget papers that states 85 per cent of adults in the ACT participate in sport and physical recreation.
 The Minister explained that the statistic came from the AusPlay report and includes informal sports such as walking. Officials explained that the statistic related to activity once per week. When the question asks if people are active three times per week the percentage drops to 64 and officials noted that this was probably a fairer reflection of community participation for health outcomes.

Committee Comment
Given the limitations, acknowledged by officials, of the AusPlay statistics as a meaningful measure of activity, the Committee does not believe it is the most useful measure on which to base a strategic indicator.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government cease reporting on sport and recreation utilising the AusPlay survey and develop more meaningful and accurate ACT-specific measures.

Output 3.4: Events

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· special Event Fund and Major Event Fund;

· funding for international cricket events;
 and

· assessment of costs and benefits of events.

Key Issues

International Cricket Fixtures

The Committee asked about changes to the budget for international cricket. The Minister informed the Committee that the ACT Government has a multi-year contract with Cricket Australia for men’s and women’s international cricket. Scheduling difficulties related to the 2017-18 Ashes tour means that Cricket Australia will not be able to meet their contractual obligations for that season. Contractual negotiations are ongoing about providing replacement content and/or extending the contract for a further year. Depending on the outcome of negotiations, money allocated for international cricket could be returned to the budget, allocated to securing alternative content or rolled over for a further year.

Events ACT
The Committee believes that events run by Events ACT provide an important opportunity to foster and develop local artists and producers of creative content.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government set a minimum level of local content for all events facilitated by Events ACT to ensure Canberra based artists and producers benefit directly from government investment in events.

Output 3.5: Arts Engagement (including Cultural Facilities Corporation)

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· ArtsACT within Enterprise Canberra;

· strategic objectives;

· responsibility for Kingston Arts Precinct;

· consultation with organisations moving to Kingston Arts Precinct;

· pop-up festivals;

· additional capital funding for community arts centres;

· increased sales at Canberra Theatre Centre;
 and

· Canberra Museum and Gallery reach.

Key Issues

artsACT within Enterprise Canberra

The Committee asked about artsACT’s position in the organisational chart noting it sits under Cultural Canberra, which in turn sits under VisitCanberra within Enterprise Canberra. Officials informed the Committee that this was an interim organisational chart caused by the removal of the LDA from the economic development stream. The objective was to bring the arts together with higher education, business investment, and sports and recreation to create a vibrant and diverse economy. CMTEDD is looking at bringing VisitCanberra, artsACT and Sports into one unit.
 

Committee Comment
The Committee notes the possible economic development advantages to be gained in cooperation between arts, education, sports and tourism but is concerned that the intrinsic value of the arts to the community not be lost through a focus on economic return. The arts can make a significant economic contribution but should not solely be viewed through that lens. The Committee believes that the ACT Government should encourage a more holistic view of the arts through its various agencies.

The Committee recommends that, in annual reports, all government agencies report on their interaction with artsACT and the initiatives they implement to encourage engagement of the arts in service delivery.

Kingston Arts Precinct

The Committee asked which agency would have responsibility for the Kingston Arts Precinct now that the LDA no longer exists. Officials informed the Committee that the Suburban Land Agency would have lead responsibility but it was expected that there would be a strong partnership with artsACT and Cultural Canberra. Officials noted that the precinct was expected to be functioning in three to four years and that funding to assist arts organisations to transition to the new facility would be provided in budgets in two to three year’s time.

The Committee asked about consultation with the arts organisations that were proposing to move into the precinct. Officials noted that the organisations are meeting on a regular basis amongst themselves and with Government. Room data sheets that set out the technical requirements for each organisation have been sent out again for comment 12 months after initial consultation to see if plans or requirements have changed. The government is also consulting on the management model for the precinct. The precinct management body will not just manage tenancy arrangements but also an outdoor events precinct.

The Committee was told that the Art, Not Apart Festival which is held in New Acton is not able to continue legally the way it does currently because of current environmental authorisation legislation.

Committee Comment
The Committee notes the intention to hold significant outdoor entertainment events at the Kingston Arts Precinct. The Committee notes that the precinct will have residential and hotel accommodation attached and that the developer can plan to address issues of noise for those aspects of the development. The precinct is surrounded, however, by significant other areas of residential accommodation. As Kingston is a suburb with one of the highest levels of noise complaints in Canberra,
 it is reasonable to suggest that development to date has not provided optimal solutions for reducing noise issues. The Committee believes that it is important that the Kingston Arts Precinct not suffer from issues around live events similar to those in New Acton.  
The Committee believes that a combination of design, management and possibly regulatory change will be needed to ensure that the Kingston Arts Precinct can host live events in harmony with surrounding residential development.

The Committee recommends that the Suburban Land Agency, Access Canberra and artsACT coordinate to ensure that the Kingston Arts Precinct is able to operate as an effective outdoor events space while minimising the noise impact upon surrounding residences.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government update the Assembly twice each year on progress in establishing the Kingston Arts Precinct, including transition arrangements for arts organisations to be located in the precinct.

Funding for Community Arts Centres

The Committee asked about increased funding for Community Arts Centres. The Minister informed the Committee that the budget contained $880,000 in additional capital funding for the arts centres in Ainslie, Gorman House, Strathnairn, Tuggeranong and Watson. Officials noted that this funding was in addition to the regular capital upgrade funding that goes to the 13 facilities in the arts portfolio.
 The management of the arts centres and artsACT will meet to negotiate and determine the highest priorities for the capital spending.

The Committee asked about pressure put on arts centres by losing major tenants to the Kingston Arts Precinct. Officials suggested that there were arts organisations currently housed in facilities that are inferior to what is available in arts centres and if a space is made available they may wish to move. The capital funding could be used to upgrade facilities so that they are more attractive to new tenants.

The Minister and officials informed the Committee about an arts infrastructure plan being developed. Community consultation will look at the current capacity for the performing arts in the ACT, including proposals for a new Canberra Theatre.
 Officials described the consultation as an opportunity to discuss what we are funding, why we are funding it and what it is that we are supporting.

Committee Comment
The Committee welcomes the additional capital funding to community arts centres and looks forward to the development of an arts infrastructure plan. The Committee notes, however, that capital funding does not reduce the pressure on operational funding for community arts centres. 

This was also discussed with The Childers Group at the Community and Industry Group hearing on 16 June 2017 (See Chapter 2 for further discussion and associated recommendations).
3.6 Higher Education

Output 3.6 was discussed in conjunction with discussions on the Canberra Institute of Technology (See Chapter 5: CMTEDD, section 5.335 for relevant matters and associated recommendations).
Output 3.7: Economic Development Strategy and Program Design and Output 3.8 Urban Renewal

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the discontinuation of outputs in this output class. 

Key Issues

The Committee asked why these outputs had been discontinued. The Committee was informed that the change was in line with the administrative changes associated with the establishment of the City Renewal Authority and the Suburban Land Agency. Land supply and affordable housing aspects of economic development shifted to the Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate.

Treasury

The Treasurer appeared before the Committee with his officers, in public hearings of Monday 19 June 2017, to answer questions regarding Treasury.

Matters Considered
Matters considered in the course of the hearings included:

· matters raised in the Treasurer's opening statement, and corresponding comments in the Committee’s Specialist Advisor’s report;

· the proportion of State Final Demand generated by Commonwealth Government consumption and investment spending in the ACT;

· the differences between ACT and Federal budget figures on anticipated rates of growth in Commonwealth spending;

· modelling, if any, on the implications for the budget of variances in State Final Demand;

· the significance of State Final Demand in the budget statements;

· dollar amounts for housing included in the Territory's participation in the Commonwealth's Asset Recycling Initiative;

· the proportion of available housing stock made up by public housing, and efforts to maintain that proportion;

· conditions under the Commonwealth Government's Asset Recycling Scheme to maintain present numbers of public housing dwellings in the ACT;

· whether payments under the Asset Recycling Scheme would be directed to the funding of public housing;

· balances, proceeds, incentive payments, and conditions under the Asset Recycling Scheme;

· implications for the ACT of credit ratings for the Commonwealth Government;

· progress on, and implications of, tax reform, particularly relating to stamp duty on conveyancing;
 

· alternative avenues for the transition from a reliance on stamp duty to a reliance on rates to generate revenue;

· arrangements under which property owners can defer payment of rates, subject to certain conditions;

· implications of the abolition of insurance duty;

· the projected number of years until the ACT would have a balanced budget;
 

· the rationale for excluding public trading enterprises from the Headline Net Operating Balance;

· water abstraction charges;

· the basis of valuations for the purpose of calculating rates;

· net financial liabilities and Public Private Partnerships (PPPs);

· savings and efficiencies;

· workers compensation and efforts to reduce premiums paid by the Territory;

· efficiencies anticipated in connection with a proposal to replace some ACT Government IT systems;

· fiscal strategy;

· the function of the Expenditure Review Division;

· disability and gender impact analysis;

· estimates for the level of Commonwealth public service employment in budget outyears;
 

· the operation of the Australian Loan Council;

· superannuation arrangements for current and past ACT public service employees;

· superannuation investments;
 and

· contractors in the ACT Public Service.

Key Issues
Economic Outlook
In his opening statement, the Treasurer told the Committee that ‘the economic outlook for the Territory contained in the 2017-18 budget shows a period of sustained growth in the Territory economy’, accompanied by ‘a solid labour market outlook.’

The Treasurer went on to say that this ‘positive outlook’ was ‘based on a range of sound fundamentals’:

There is relatively high population growth. Low interest rates are helping to fuel significant levels of housing construction, as well as consumer spending and business investment.

The Treasurer told the Committee that:

The territory is also benefiting from a relatively weak Australian dollar, which is helping to boost ACT service exports, and in particular for tertiary education. The strong economic outlook is expected to be broad based across the territory economy, with construction of new dwellings expected to continue at a high pace. Household consumption is also expected to continue to grow at or above trend pace. Service exports, particularly for education, are also expected to contribute to strong growth over the forward estimates.

The Treasurer told the Committee that ‘Service exports, particularly for education, are also expected to contribute to strong growth over the forward estimates’, and that in the 2015-16 financial year ‘service exports were worth $1.7 billion to the territory economy’, of which Education exports accounted for ‘over $500 million of that $1.7 billion—around a third.’

The Treasurer  told the Committee that ‘National government consumption and investment’ were ‘also anticipated to support the territory economy over the medium term’, and that there was ‘a range of recent economic data that supports a very positive outlook for the ACT economy’:

Service exports grew by 13.1 per cent in 2015-16. Retail trade grew by 3.7 per cent over the past year, April 2016 to April 2017. State final demand grew by 7.3 per cent over the course of the calendar year 2016. Total job vacancies increased by 23 per cent over the past year. Dwelling unit commencements rose by 109 per cent over the course of 2016, and the ACT’s population grew by almost 5,800 people over the year September 2015 to September 2016.

With regard to employment, the Treasurer told the Committee that there had been ‘2½ thousand new jobs’ in the ACT in 2016-17; that these ‘came on top of the 4,000 new jobs created in 2015-16’;
 and that employment growth was: 

expected to be sustained at around 1½ per cent, or around 3,000 new jobs per annum over the forward estimates. These new jobs are expected in a wide range of industries, including construction, education and research, defence, national security, intelligence, tourism and the range of sectors associated with household consumption.

Regarding wage growth, the Treasurer told the Committee that:

The outlook for the public sector wage price index growth is reflective of what has been a protracted period of bargaining within the Australian public service, and the ACT’s wage price index has been growing at a lower rate than the national average in through-the-year terms for the last 14 consecutive quarters. So whilst public sector wage growth is likely to remain subdued until the EBA impasses are broken, the private sector has seen wage growth at a relatively robust amount of 2.1 per cent through the year to March 2017. Taken together, our expectations on our own EBA, the Commonwealth EBAs and the private sector outcomes yield a view of a mild outlook for wages growth in the near term, but with an expectation over the forward estimates period, in line with what the Commonwealth have projected in their own budgets, of wages growth returning to more normal levels.

In closing his opening statement, the Treasurer told the Committee that this was ‘a quick snapshot of where the Territory economy stands, rebounding from the Abbott years quite strongly and poised now for a period of quite significant growth.’

Specialist Advisor’s Report

The Committee’s Specialist Advisor made relevant comments on the ACT Budget.

Regarding assumptions on rates of growth for the ACT, the Specialist Advisors’ Review of ACT Budget Report 2017-18 stated that:

In the 2017-18 Commonwealth Budget, Commonwealth Government payments are expected to increase by 2.3 per cent in 2016-17, 2017-18 and 2018-19 in real terms, before moderating to growth of 0.9 per cent in real terms in 2019-20 … Continuing increases in Commonwealth Government payments should be sufficient to support ongoing growth in demand for the ACT economy in the foreseeable future. On this basis, Pegasus has no reason to question the ACT Budget estimate of 3¼ per cent demand growth for the ACT economy in 2017-18.

However, the report stated that:

the ACT Budget papers contain projections for ACT final demand that converge back towards a long-run trend rate of growth of 4 per cent in the out years… Pegasus has reservations as to whether it is feasible to assume that ACT final demand will eventually return to long-run trend growth of around 4 per cent.

Regarding employment growth, the Specialist Advisor’s report stated that:

In light of the importance of the Commonwealth Government to the ACT economy, and given the current constraints on real payments growth by the Commonwealth Government … , ongoing employment growth for the ACT in the order to 1½ per cent arguably represents an upper limit on what is realistically possible and somewhat optimistic in the out-years.

Regarding wages growth, the Advisor’s report stated that:

In light of the importance of the Commonwealth Government to the ACT economy, and given the current fiscal environment where real payments growth for the Commonwealth Government over the forward estimates from 2017-18 is expected to be the lowest average real growth in spending in almost fifty years, it is extremely difficult to see improved wage outcomes for Commonwealth public servants in the immediate future.

In light of the Commonwealth Government’s restraint in payments growth, a WPI outcome of 2 per cent for the ACT arguably represents an upper limit for the foreseeable future. On this basis, while a forecast outcome of 2 per cent for the WPI in 2017-18 may not appear unreasonable, it does appear the projections for growth in the WPI of 2½ per cent in 2018-19 and 3 per cent in 2019-20 and 2020-21 appear overly optimistic. Outcomes around 1¾ per cent for growth in the WPI for the estimate in 2017-18 and projections in the out-years would be more realistic in our opinion.

Regarding population growth, the Specialist Advisor’s report stated that:

In light of the importance of the Commonwealth Government to the ACT economy, and given the current fiscal stance of the Commonwealth Government, it is difficult to see how population growth for the ACT will not moderate to some degree. On this basis, the 2017-18 Budget forecast and projections in the out-years for constant population growth of 1.5 per cent appear somewhat optimistic.

Committee Comment
The Committee is concerned at the difference between assessments of the ACT economy by the Treasurer and those made by some other sources, in this instance the Specialist Advisor retained by the Committee.

In view of this the Committee has made recommendations below regarding access to a Parliamentary Budget Office facility (See section ‘Projected Number of Years Until the ACT Would Have a Balanced Budget.’ for additional discussion and recommendations).
Tax Reform, Including Stamp Duty on Conveyancing
The Committee considered tax reform and stamp duty on conveyancing in its hearings of 19 June 2017.

When asked what main elements could be expected in a coming phase of a tax reform process for stamp duty, the Treasurer told the Committee that in the ‘second phase’ of tax reform, the ACT would ‘move into a period of more rapid adjustment on commercial stamp duty’, in which stamp duty would be ‘phased out for commercial property transactions under $1.5 million over this fiscal year and next.’

The Treasurer told the Committee that this would mean that ‘70 per cent of all commercial property transactions in the ACT’ would be ‘stamp duty exempt’, and that the ‘vast majority of transactions in this city in the commercial sphere take place under the $1.5 million threshold.’

 This, the Treasurer told the Committee, was ‘the most significant and immediate phase-out over two years in this second stage’ of the ACT Governments tax reforms.

‘From there’, the Treasurer told the Committee, ‘each and every budget will see a further reduction in both commercial and residential stamp duties on a phased schedule that was published in last year’s budget and that projects out into 2021.’

The Treasurer went on to tell the Committee that:

The second phase of tax reform is necessarily changed from the first, in that the first stage involved reductions in stamp duty, the abolition of insurance tax and a lifting of the payroll tax-free threshold to $2 million. The second phase of tax reform focuses on stamp duty … 

The Treasurer also told the Committee that insurance taxes had now been ‘abolished’, and that the ACT’s payroll tax threshold was ‘now far and away the most competitive in Australia’, and was ‘higher than any other jurisdiction.’

Options for Transition

In hearings of 19 June 2017, in relation to the phasing-out of stamp duty in favour of increased revenue through rates, the Committee asked the Treasurer whether alternative transitional arrangements had been considered in implementing the policy of replacing stamp duty with higher rates charges.
 

In particular, the Committee asked whether people who had purchased properties immediately prior to the introduction of the new scheme had been penalised by being obliged to pay stamp duty under previous arrangements but also increased rates under the new.

In responding, the Treasurer told the Committee that the original decision ‘was taken cognisant of this issue’, based on the assumption that ‘people move, on average, every seven years.’
 

The Treasurer told the Committee that ‘yes, there are some people who do not move over a 20-year period’ and ‘also people who move more frequently than every seven’,
 but:

In any reform process you cannot perfectly design a system that will leave no-one worse off. That would be a compelling argument to never do anything. Yes, we took this approach out of a determination to do better for the territory overall and for the common good. That meant that, yes, in some instances people who had purchased more recently would feel aggrieved; others would not.

At this point the Committee noted that concerns had been raised on the matter when National Seniors Australia had appeared before the Committee in the first day of hearings, and asked as to the flexibility available to older persons in meeting rates obligations under the new scheme.

In responding to the question, the Treasurer told the Committee that there was ‘absolute flexibility for people in those circumstances’, which consisted of the ability to ‘defer their rates completely and not pay anymore and just book it on the estate in the end’, so that rates payments would come ‘out of their estate.’

In response to further questions, the Treasurer told the Committee that:

the rate deferral scheme is available to pensioners, special disability trusts, property owners receiving unemployment or other benefits or suffering substantial financial hardship and property owners aged over 65, where the combined income of all property owners is below $89,300 … and the unimproved value of the property is higher than the 80th percentile value of $442,000.

This, the Treasurer told the Committee, would allow people who were ‘income poor’ and ‘asset rich’ to ‘fit that criterion because their property is going to be worth more than $442,000.’
 

Committee Comment
The Committee expresses concern at the possibility that some homeowners will be exposed to a ‘double fee’ by virtue of paying stamp duty on conveyancing, under the previous tax regime in the ACT, at the time of acquiring their property, and also be liable for higher rates under present and future tax regimes.

The Committee considers that there should be further analysis, and further data collection if necessary, to support an assessment of the circumstances of property owners in this predicament, the scale of the problem, and possible solutions to preserve equity in the tax burden on ACT residents.

In light of this the Committee makes the following recommendation:
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government undertake a review and report to the Assembly on the first five years of implementation of the tax reform transition from stamp duty to rates. 
Projected Number of Years Until the ACT Would Have a Balanced Budget.
In hearings of 19 June 2017, the Committee asked questions regarding the projected number of years until the ACT would have a balanced budget.

In responding, the Treasurer told the Committee that:

We have had, for the last five budget updates, the 2018-19 year as our balance target. The fiscal position improved in the current fiscal year, the fiscal year ahead and over the forward estimates in each of those years in this budget. That has been a trend we have seen pretty well since 2014, when the combination of the 2014 federal budget and the cuts to health and education, and simultaneously the peak cost of the Mr Fluffy buyback, hit the territory budget. There has been a $540 million-odd improvement from that period to cover the forward estimates. The actual position has improved by $400 million and there is a projection of further improvement of about $140 million over the period.

The Treasurer told the Committee that:

From memory, last year the expected deficit was around $200 million, and it has come in at less than $100 million. We continue on that path of improvement. The deficit peaked at $482 million. That was in 2014, with the Fluffy impact. It improved in 2015-16. It has further improved in 2016-17 and that is projected to continue, depending again on a couple of variables, not least of which is the timing of Commonwealth payments. The Commonwealth have a habit of rushing money out the door at the end of their fiscal year. They did that this year by advancing about $25 million in local government assistance grants that they will pay this side of 1 July. So we have to account for it in the current fiscal year.

Speaking historically, the Treasurer told the Committee that:

Over the balance of this century we have had budget surpluses as high as $300 million. We have had that one deficit of $482 million, but we were predominantly in surplus through the first eight years of the century. The global financial crisis hit. We had a temporary dip. Our budget improved dramatically during the Commonwealth stimulus because most of that money was directed through state and territory budgets. So there was an improvement in the territory and we ran surpluses in that period. The combination of that stimulus being withdrawn and the election of the Abbott government, with the cuts to health and education funding, and the Mr Fluffy crisis, all hit in a period of two or three years. We are now emerging out of that period and heading back to a balanced budget. That has been the 15-year story.

Responding to the Committee’s question about the number of years that should be allowed for a return to budget, the Treasurer told the Committee that there was ‘no definitive answer’ ‘because it would depend on the depth of a recession or, as the corollary, the high point of a peak.’

Specialist Advisor’s Report

The Committee’s Specialist Advisor’s report made relevant comment in this area.

The report stated that:

The Budget Papers claim that the government remains is on track to return the budget to balance in 2018-19, with a continued strengthening of the ACT economy and forecast improvements in the fiscal position over the forward years.

The report cautioned:

The planned return to surplus rests on a number of assumptions. The economic forecasts that underpin the Budget assume that increased Commonwealth spending will drive a strong ACT economy in the forward years. This is problematic. The achievement of an operating surplus in 2018-19 also requires growth in grants from the Commonwealth, growth in own taxation revenue and the generation of a large increase in other economic inflows, as well as the achievement of significant offsets against planned increases in expenditure.
 

The report also stated that:

· Every year up to 2017-18, the budget has been forecast to return to a small surplus in the last or second last of the forward years;

· After 2011-12, the balance has been revised downwards for each budget and forward year in each year up to 2017-18 except for 2013-14, and the 2015-16 surplus forecast in that year was reversed in subsequent budgets;

· After 2011-12 up to the 2016-17 Budget, the expected deficit worsened at each successive Budget;
 and

· In each year between 2010-11 and 2016-17 the climb back to surplus became longer and steeper.

The report also stated that:

since the 2016-17 Budget the gap between the budget year and forward estimates has narrowed and the slope of the climb back to surplus has flattened. In commenting on previous Budgets and Budget outcomes, independent commentators, including the ACT Auditor-General … have indicated that the achievement of planned operating surpluses have depended on achieving large reductions in the deficits in the net operating balance while generating large increases in other economic inflows.
 

The report stated that similar comments ‘could be applied to the 2017-18 Budget and forward estimates’, and that, to date, ‘these requirements have proven difficult to achieve.’

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government adhere to the fiscal strategy to return to a headline net operating budget surplus in 2018-19.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government seek to maintain a AAA credit rating while providing for the delivery of long-term infrastructure assets.

Committee Comment

For matters considered above in relation to indicators for the ACT economy, the Committee again notes a disparity between views presented by the Treasurer in response to questions, and views presented by the Committee’s Specialist Advisor.

In fact, as noted, the Specialist Advisor’s report raised questions regarding a number of key assumptions made in the Budget Papers and reflected in the Treasurer’s response to the Committee’s questions.

The Committee notes that in the Commonwealth Parliament, the Parliamentary Budget Office has been created to deal with this kind of dilemma.

The webpage which describes the role of the Commonwealth Parliamentary Budget Office states that the role of the Office is to ‘inform the Parliament by providing independent and non-partisan analysis of the budget cycle, fiscal policy and the financial implications of proposals.’

The webpage also states that:

As set out in the Parliamentary Service Act 1999, the Parliamentary Budget Officer (PBO) has the following functions:

· Outside the caretaker period for a general election, to prepare policy costings on request by Senators and Members, with the requests and the PBO's responses to be kept confidential if so directed by the requestor.

· During the caretaker period for a general election, to prepare costings of publicly announced polices on request by authorised members of parliamentary parties or independent parliamentarians, with the requests and the PBO's responses to be made public.

· To prepare responses (other than policy costings) to requests relating to the budget from Senators and Members, with the requests and the PBO's responses to be kept confidential if so directed by the requestor.

· To prepare submissions to inquiries of parliamentary committees, on request by such committees, with the requests and the PBO's responses to be made public.

· After a general election, to report on the budget impacts of the election commitments of designated parliamentary parties.

· To conduct, on his or her own initiative, research and analysis of the budget and fiscal policy settings, with the results of this work to be made public.

The Committee considers that in view of apparent uncertainty about the state of key indicators for the ACT economy, it would be useful for the Legislative Assembly for the ACT to have access to a similar facility.

The Committee also considers that the most effective and efficient way to achieve this may be for the ACT to acquire this as a purchased service from the Commonwealth.

The Committee recommends a Parliamentary Budget Office be established for the ACT. 

In addition, the Committee believes that there are some other factors that affect the degree to which budgetary arrangements are clear and transparent. The Committee holds concerns over the quality and type of information presented in the budget papers.
The Committee has concerns regarding the frequency of changes to output classes in the budget and transfers of functions between ACT Government agencies. The Committee takes the view that undue and frequent changes in these arrangements have the effect of reducing transparency and accountability by making lines of responsibility less clear and reducing the potential for past and present performance to be compared in a meaningful way.

Understanding the source of the data and having access to up-to-date organisational charts that reflect changes to machinery of government could enhance transparency and accountability around changes to output classes in the budget.

In light of these concerns the Committee makes the following recommendations:
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government identify in the budget the source of the data used for each Accountability Indicator.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government consider how to better report the impact of machinery-of-government changes on government expenditure. 
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide future Estimates Committees with up-to-date organisation charts for each Directorate, showing output classes linked to organisation structure and any changes arising from the budget, at least two weeks prior to hearings commencing.

Workers’ Compensation and Efforts to Reduce Premiums Paid by the Territory

In hearings of 19 June 2017, the Committee asked questions regarding workers’ compensation and efforts to reduce premiums paid by the Territory.

In response to questions on budget savings, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee that:

We have also done a hell of a lot on our workers compensation, and we are seeing some premium reductions next year which are quite positive.

In response to further questions, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee that the government’s approach to workers compensation had involved ‘a multifaceted approach.’
 He told the Committee that:

We have invested in our capacity to assist people to return to work when they are injured. We have found that the longer people are off, the more likely that is to translate into a much longer period. So if we can get to them early, we are much more likely to have a successful return to work.

The Under-Treasurer told the Committee that the ACT Government were ‘doing a lot on preventing injury’, and that if ‘you can prevent a claim, your premium will come down.’

The Under-Treasurer also told the Committee that the ACT Government had ‘worked very closely with the Commonwealth and Comcare’, and suggested that the ACT Government was ‘putting pressure on them to improve their claims management processes as well so that they are applying a rigorous but fair approach to the management of claims.’

In addition, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee:

Comcare were in a deficit situation four or five years ago. They have now essentially recovered that. They had a temporary levy on people. We have ensured that that was actually a temporary levy, not a more permanent levy.

The Under-Treasurer told the Committee that attending to ‘those factors combined have produced very good outcomes fiscally for the budget, as well as very good outcomes for our employees.’

Estimates of commonwealth public service employment in budget outyears

In hearings of 19 June 2017, the Committee asked questions regarding estimates of Commonwealth Public Service employment in budget outyears.

In responding to the question, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee that:

The Commonwealth only publish employment forecasts for the next year. They do not publish staffing numbers forecasts beyond that. They do publish a set of pro forma financial statements which have things like wages et cetera. From that you can derive an estimate of how many staff they will employ. That has to be based on assumptions of wages growth, location of staff et cetera.

The Under-Treasurer told the Committee that:

the Commonwealth pro forma financial statements for the forward estimates do not include, obviously, future budget decisions; so they tend to underestimate what the actual outcome will be when you get around to those years.
 

However, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee, ‘we do quite a deal of analysis of the risks and impact of the Commonwealth’s decisions on our budget.’

Regarding this analysis, the Executive Director, Economic and Financial Group, told the Committee that:

we look at staffing levels within the Commonwealth. We do a measure of analysis around the proportions of those staff who reside within the ACT; so the sections of the departments that are here in the ACT. We obviously look at any explicit policies of the Commonwealth around hiring freezes or efficiency dividends. With efficiency dividends, we have to make assumptions of the extent to which they will relate to employment, staffing issues or the other cost savings of the Commonwealth.

However, the Executive Director also told the Committee, ‘all of that we do on the more certain time horizon of the period of the forecasts, so the next 12 months forward—this year and the forward year’ and, in addition, ‘we do identify areas of risk that are associated with uncertainties in relation to Commonwealth spending.’

In response to questions on how current conditions compared with long-term averages of Commonwealth employment,
 the Under-Treasurer told the Committee that ‘we are expecting a small growth in Commonwealth employment in the ACT in the next 12 months’:
 

The average—I mean, averages can be seen in two ways: rate of growth and level. Level is not as high as it was at its peak. The Commonwealth has reduced its staffing levels in aggregate and in the ACT in particular in the past three to four years. But we are certainly not at the lowest level it has ever been, either. 

The Under-Treasurer told the Committee that:

In respect of growth, again, I would not focus on average growth too much for the reasons that the Commonwealth often is either in an expansion phase or a contraction phase; so the averages do not quite give you the picture. I think that growth at that level is both manageable and a positive for the economy.

The Executive Director also responded to the question. She told the Committee that:

Certainly, we have come out of the period where the Commonwealth had hiring freezes on and we saw losses of jobs in the order of 1,400 in the territory. We have seen those jobs largely recovered over the last financial year. Beyond the efficiency dividend that the Commonwealth is bringing into place over the forward period, there is nothing to suggest that we are not back at sort of a stable, more steady state in terms of Commonwealth employment.

However, the Executive Director told the Committee, ‘the efficiency dividend is difficult to interpret in terms of where the cuts may be made’, and as a result ‘we have not sought to anticipate that in any explicit way in our employment projections.’

When asked further questions as to whether the Commonwealth was in a contraction or expansion phase, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee that:

It is very difficult to judge because it is based on future Commonwealth Government decisions on staffing costs. As you alluded to earlier, the Commonwealth is attempting to get back to balance. With the state of their legislative process and the budget process in the Commonwealth, a significant part of their budget on the expenditure side requires legislative change, which is very difficult.

The Under-Treasurer went on to say, however, that was ‘a risk for the Territory’s economy’ in that:

a Commonwealth budget seeking to return to surplus by cutting spending will focus more on those areas that are within their direct control. Their own departmental costs are a big part of that. That is why you have seen it. Any efficiency dividend is—well, I would not describe it as a positive for the ACT economy, put it that way.

Committee Comment
The Committee notes significant differences in assessments of the ACT’s economic outlook in the Treasurer’s opening statement, when he appeared before the Committee, and that of the Committee’s Specialist Advisor.

In light of this, the Committee notes the recommendations made elsewhere in this report regarding a Parliamentary Budget Office for the ACT (See section ‘Projected Number of Years Until the ACT Would Have a Balanced Budget.’ for additional discussion and recommendations).

The Committee also notes recommendations made elsewhere in this report regarding development of, and reporting against, indicators for diversity in the ACT economy (See Chapter 5: CMTEDD, section 5.33 and 5.34 for those recommendations).
Superannuation Arrangements

In hearings of 19 June 2017, the Committee asked questions regarding superannuation arrangements which applied for current and past ACTPS employees.

In responding to questions, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee that there were:

essentially two closed defined benefit schemes: the Commonwealth Sector Superannuation Scheme [CSS] and the Public Sector Superannuation Scheme [PSS]. The CSS was closed in 1990 and the PSS was closed in 1996, from memory. Both of those schemes were Commonwealth schemes and applied to ACT employees as a result of the ACT being a big part of the Commonwealth service prior to self-government. Those schemes are both defined benefit to the extent that benefits are generally related to questions of length of service, salary at exit, periods of part-time work and amounts of contributions over a person’s career.

The Under-Treasurer told the Committee that there were ‘two main groups’ under these schemes:

employees that are currently employed in the ACT Government, so they are continuing to earn benefits as their service continues and their contributions to the scheme continue; and retired public servants in both schemes who are receiving a pension.

There was also a third group who had ‘resigned from the service or left the service and are not yet retired’, who had ‘the option of returning to the service and continuing with their membership’ or would be ‘entitled to benefits depending on the criteria of each scheme and their particular circumstances’ upon their retirement.

After 1995, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee, the Commonwealth and the ACT ‘moved to a choice of fund accumulation scheme arrangement’, under which ‘new employees … were … entitled to the contribution from their employer under the then governing Commonwealth legislation of superannuation guarantee contribution.’ These contributions went into ‘a choice of fund on behalf of the employee’, and the fund ‘moved … with the employee as they [moved] between jobs.’

The budget implications of these ‘accumulation’ schemes was that the budget met their costs ‘as we go’,
 and the ACT Government had:

no other obligation for those employees in terms of retirement incomes other than the amount paid into their funds, and they are paid out as most other members of the Australian workforce are. 

The Under-Treasurer told the Committee that ‘schemes and pensions’ for the defined benefits schemes—CSS and PSS—were ‘administered by ComSuper, which is a Commonwealth Government agency.’ In relation to these, the ACT Government paid the Commonwealth ‘the cash requirements of those schemes on a quarterly basis’, in relation to persons under its responsibility.
 

‘Essentially’, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee, the ACT Budget met ‘the cash outlays to pensioners or recipients of benefits from those schemes’, and recognised ‘a liability for existing employees who are earning benefits as they work through their careers.’

In terms of planning to meet these obligations long-term, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee that the ACT Government’s policy was ‘to establish a superannuation provision account whose objective is to meet the accumulated liabilities of our defined benefit pensioners by 2030’ and that, depending ‘on the measurements of the various liabilities’, ‘we are currently at around two-thirds funded at this stage, but the government is continuing to invest in that fund to ensure that by 2030 we are fully funded.’

At this point the Executive Director, Economic and Financial Group, also responded to questions. She told the Committee that there were other ‘members of our scheme, in terms of us having to cover the liabilities for those members, who are no longer employees of the ACT Government nor are they preserved or retired members’ and could, ‘in fact’, be ‘employees of the Commonwealth Government who once were employees of the ACT Government’, in which case the ACT Government still carried ‘the proportional share of their liability for the period they were with us.’

The Committee asked how many existing employees in the ACT Public Service were covered by defined benefit schemes, and how many people were not currently employed by the ACT.

The Executive Director responded, telling the Committee that there were ‘just shy of 8,000’ people still employed by the ACT Public Service, and that there were ‘some 35,937’ people who held ‘some form of liability for entitlement through the CSS and PSS schemes with the ACT Government’, a figure which included ‘existing members, deferred members and current pensioner members.’

The Committee asked a question as to the contribution by the ACT Government to the superannuation account, paid to offset Commonwealth liabilities (that is, in connection with the CSS and PSS schemes) in the 2017-18 Budget.

In responding, the Director, Asset Liability Management, Economic and Financial Group, CMTEDD, told the Committee that it was best not to think of the arrangement as being ‘like an accumulation scheme where an employer contribution is made to a fund and it just grows.’ In fact, he told the Committee, what happened was that ‘an appropriation is provided to fund the emerging payments that happen each year.’ For the 2016-17 financial year, this had been $155.5 million and for 2017-18 it was $176 million.

When asked what happened to those funds,
 the Director told the Committee that ‘we reimburse the Commonwealth for the agreed amount each year and that comes out of the funds’, and that the ‘amount we are paying out in these years [was] the benefit payment line’ in the Budget Papers.

When the Committee asked a question as to a stated intention for the Territory’s superannuation liability to be covered by 2030,
 the Executive Director, Economic and Financial Group, CMTEDD, told the Committee that it was ‘still on track to be fully funded by 2030’, and that ‘the funding mechanism for doing that essentially is to pay into the fund each year by appropriation the estimated amount of the benefit payment.’

The Under-Treasurer also responded to the question. He told the Committee:

We will continue to monitor the fund. The key variable here is the return on the fund’s assets. To the extent that that is higher than the target, we will be in a position where the government of the day would need to put in less in terms of capital injection. If it is below the target, additional appropriation will have to be injected.

Superannuation Investments

In hearings of 19 June 2017, the Committee asked questions regarding superannuation investments: that is, investments made in order to support the Territory’s Superannuation Provision Account (SPA), and thus its capacity to meet superannuation liabilities, as considered above.

When asked about investment criteria, the Executive Director, Economic and Financial Group, CMTEDD, told the Committee that:

Our investment approach, based on the advice of asset consultants, starts with the target returned, which we have discussed already. They then, from that, derive a strategic asset allocation, which is the percentage exposure that we have to various, different types of asset class. And under that allocation our exposure to Australian equities is at 17 per cent, and to international equities at 30 per cent. Once we have got that class exposure, our investment approach is to rely on an index-based, you might call it, passive form of investment.
 

Hence, the Executive Director, Economic and Financial Group told the Committee:

We do not directly go out and choose particular assets or shares. Rather, we look to match an index portfolio and look to track closely to that index.

The Executive Director, Economic and Financial Group went on to say that:

In doing that, it means that, to match the index, we invest in a proportionate way in every share that makes up that index, with the exception of our responsible investment policy, which Pat will talk to in a moment. With the exception of what is carved out because of that, really what you are seeing there is a list of the shares which make up the indexes in both the Australian market and the international market.

Workforce Injury Management and Industrial Relations Policy

In the 2017-18 Budget Statements B for Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate, the function under Output Class 5, ‘Workforce Injury Management and Industrial Relations Policy’, is defined as:

Provide services focusing on health and safety risks arising from work and the relationship between employers and workers.
 

Further, it states that Workforce Injury Management and Industrial Relations Policy will:

· advise the ACT Government on workers’ compensation, work health and safety and industrial relations arrangements and make changes to the corresponding regulatory frameworks where directed by the Government;

· provide whole of government return to work case management services to injured employees and their agencies;

· provide advice to ACTPS directorates and agencies in relation to workers’ compensation and manage the relationship between Comcare and the ACT Government;

· coordinate actuarial analysis of workers’ compensation performance and manage the apportionment of the Territory’s Comcare workers’ compensation premium;

· develop and review whole of government work health and safety policies and provide work health and safety services to support the policy framework;

· coordinate the Territory’s consultative bodies for industrial relations regulation, workers’ compensation and work health and safety.

The Minister for Workplace Safety and Industrial Relations and her officers appeared before the Committee on 21 June 2017. The Minister made an opening statement, outlining changes to the output’s key performance indicators and providing an overview of priorities and planned programs.

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· the operation and functions of WorkSafe ACT and the Work Safety Commissioner since integration into Access Canberra;

· the number of inspections carried out and orders and notices issued;

· industries in which WorkSafe ACT is operating;

· return to work and retraining services for public sector workers;

· Comcare;

· the expansion of the ACT Long Service Leave Scheme to aged care workers;
 and

· workplace injury statistics.

Key Issues

Integration of WorkSafe ACT into Access Canberra

The Committee was interested in whether there had been any changes to the function of WorkSafe ACT or the Work Safety Commissioner since the integration into Access Canberra. A Directorate official provided the Committee with contextual information on the operations of WorkSafe prior to and after its integration into Access Canberra. The official outlined how the integration had provided an opportunity to implement two recommendations. One was from the Hawke review, and recommended ‘tighter alignment between the activities of WorkSafe as a regulator and ACTPLA and its inspectors’ and another from the Getting Home Safely Report, suggesting a ‘structural alignment between construction regulation activity and work safety regulation activity to provide a more optimal regulatory and safety outcome.’
 

The same official advised that prior to the introduction of Access Canberra, WorkSafe was conducting around 2,000 inspections per year, and is now conducting around 5,000 inspections per year.
 The Committee was subsequently provided with a list of persons conducting a business or undertaking that were issued an improvement or prohibition notice. The list indicated that as at 20 June, the number of improvement and prohibition notices that had been issued in the 2016-17 financial year was 128 and 54 respectively, in comparison to just under 120 improvement notices and 65 prohibition notices in the previous financial year.
 
Programs for the Public Sector and Retention of Comcare

The Committee sought information on the $1.4 million budget allocation for enhancements to return to work and retraining services for public sector workers. The Executive Director, Workplace Safety and Industrial Relations advised that the proposal developed out of consultations surrounding the potential exit from the Comcare scheme and will involve further consultation with the workforce, trade unions and experts in the coming months. He expected that the initiative would include enhancements of pre-injury interventions; measures designed to intervene before a matter becomes a worker’s compensation claim. He also expected that the initiative would fund training for people in departments who are working with injured workers and assisting their return to work.

The Committee questioned the Minister and officials about the government’s decision to continue with Comcare instead of becoming a self-insurer. The Minister advised that there were lengthy discussions with unions and stakeholders about an appropriate alternative but a resolution was unable to be reached.
 The Committee was interested in what the sticking points were in the discussions about leaving Comcare. The Executive Director, Workplace Safety and Industrial Relations advised:

At the point when the government made the decision to remain in Comcare, there were still a number of unresolved issues. They tended to be around the design of the compensation benefits and the amounts of benefits that would be payable to an injured worker under a new scheme. A number of sticking points were around whether or not an injured worker should have access to common law damaged and at what point that access should be made, and also the periods of time for which payments for loss of earnings might be made. These were matters where negotiations were continuing and a landing had not been reached at the point when the decision was taken to pursue those non-legislative improvements.

However, the Executive Director, Workplace Safety and Industrial Relations also noted that those discussions revealed that there were:

still levers that could be pulled to improve our injury management experience that did not involve resorting to new legislation, which entailed a number of additional risks and which also would have involved changing the types of services and compensation levels that our injured workers would have received.

The Executive Director, Workplace Safety and Industrial Relations advised that the government took the view that it would be more appropriate to pull those levers, a process that was occurring, and which included a proper exploration of self-insurance options.
 The Committee asked about potential savings that would be likely to be had from self-insurance. He advised that the cost of Comcare had reduced significantly since the government had made the announcement about potentially moving away from Comcare and would continue to drop. He stated that ‘a self-insurance operation potentially allows for efficiencies and improved return-to-work outcomes’ but that the savings are uncertain because future Comcare premiums are unknown.

Expansion of Long Service Leave Scheme into the Aged Care Sector

The Committee requested an update regarding the expansion of the Long Service Leave Scheme into the aged care sector. The CEO of the Long Service Leave Authority advised that the scheme has gained approximately 2,500 employees and around 20 employers. Responding to a question about why the number of employers was so low, the CEO clarified that one company may manage a number of facilities, so while there may be lots of facility names, the Long Service Leave Authority deals with the entity managing all of those facilities.

The Committee asked whether employees were required to do anything to join the scheme and how they were informed of their entitlement. The CEO of the Long Service Leave Authority advised that registration is done automatically via the employer and employees received a statement every year.
 The CEO also clarified for the Committee that if an employee had been employed with an employer before 1 July 2016, the employer was only responsible for the long service leave contribution up until that date and could seek reimbursement from the Long Service Leave Authority for the portion from that date.

Workplace Injury Statistics

The Committee sought information on workplace injury statistics, with reference to media and other reports that indicated the ACT was the most dangerous jurisdiction. The Executive Director, Workplace Safety and Industrial Relations stated that many of the statistics are based on workers’ compensation claim data, and that there are a number of windows through which people may observe that data.
 He advised that their data suggested that injury rates in the ACT, in terms of frequency per million dollars in wages earned, were at 10-year lows, but that Safe Work Australia data did tend to show that the ACT had a higher rate of claims than other jurisdictions.
 

The Executive Director, Workplace Safety and Industrial Relations told the Committee that data would be influenced by reporting rates, as well the types of industries in a jurisdiction and the size of businesses. He advised the Committee that the ACT was a high reporting jurisdiction and had a:
higher proportion of workers in the private sector of construction work, health and community services work and work of that nature compared to … the Australian public service, which tends to have the best results in that area, which is a more predominantly white collar large employer workforce.

The Committee discussed the regulatory regime in the ACT and the implementation of the measures recommended in the Getting home safely report. A Directorate official elaborated on the implementation of one recommendation, which was to bring together the inspectors looking at construction-related activity (plumbing, gas fitting, electrical work etc) with the WorkSafe inspectors. The Directorate official advised that it has enabled a far greater presence on construction sites, with the number of inspections more than doubling, which builds relationships on sites and encourages voluntary compliance.
 The use of tablets by the inspectors has also contributed to the increased frequency of site visits, as it reduces the need to return to the office frequently.
 

Committee Comment
The Committee notes the Directorate’s information regarding the ways in which workplace safety and workers’ compensation data can be interpreted, and the influence that the weighting of certain industries can have on that data. The Committee sees value in extracting the data to allow for a comparison with other jurisdictions by key industries.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government publish Work Health and Safety data to give the ACT a comparative ranking by key industries compared to other jurisdictions.
Revenue Management

In hearings of 19 June 2017 the Committee considered Treasury, Output Class 6: Revenue Management.

The Annual Report 2015-16 for CMTEDD states, under the heading ‘Revenue management’, that the Directorate ‘administered taxation legislation in the ACT and a number of assistance schemes.’

Matters Considered

Matters Considered by the Committee in hearings of 19 June 2017 included the following: 

· a single utilities concession;

· 'lost' taxation revenue;

· the extension of Land Tax to vacant properties;

· First Home Owner grants;

· increase in revenues from lotteries and Canberra Theatre;

· changes to the Lease Variation Charge;
 and

· land release for new housing blocks.

Key Issues

Single Utilities Concession
In hearings of 19 July 2017, the Committee asked questions regarding a single utilities concession.

Among other things, the Committee asked as to the value of the concession.
 The Executive Director, Economic and Financial Group, CMTEDD, told the Committee that it was ‘$604 as an individual concession compared to what previously was up to $400 separately for electricity and up to around $400 for water and sewerage’, and that ‘the latter’ had been ‘limited only to people who owned their own homes.’

The Executive Director told the Committee that the ‘idea behind the single concession [was] that it now applies broadly to people who own or rent their homes’, but that there had been ‘a necessary respreading of the quantum across that broader base.’
 

The Committee asked a question as to whether the impact of the concession would be reduced by rising costs for electricity.

The Treasurer responded to the question, agreeing that it would, ‘depending on the amount of electricity consumption or utility consumption.’
 He told the Committee that in relation to the concession it was ‘a decision of the government what the concession will be from year to year,’
 and that:

We were conscious this year that a measure had passed the Senate to provide a one-off boost—I think it was $125 for couples and $75 for singles as part of an agreement with the federal government to get something through the Senate. It was a Xenophon amendment, but it is a one-off and is designed to assist with increased energy prices.

The Treasurer told the Committee that:

We will monitor what happens after this year with that together with what is happening with electricity prices and gas and utilities and then make some further determinations on whether we would adjust the concession. It has generally moved only in one direction, and that is upwards, each year. But in the specific context for this current year, a measure has been put in place to assist. But I am very conscious that it is only one year; it is one-year boost.

 The Committee asked questions as to how the scheme was administered.

In responding, the Director, Revenue Management Division, and Commissioner for ACT Revenue, told the Committee that it was ‘implemented by the utility providers’, who under the scheme ‘assess applicants, make the payments and then they seek a refund of those payments through the Revenue Office.’
 

The Director, Revenue Management Division told the Committee, in practice the utility provider ‘provides it to the individual and the utility provider makes the claim for reimbursement on a bulk basis.’

The Executive Director, Economic and Financial Group, CMTEDD, also responding, told the Committee that the concession ‘just comes as a single payment’, which would ‘come through their electricity bill as a way of processing or administering the payment.’

In further questions, the Committee asked about instances where households eligible for the concession have low electricity costs, and what arrangements could be made to ensure such households would be able to access the concession.
 In response, the Treasurer told the Committee that he was ‘happy to have a look at that and see whether there is a solution in that context.’

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensure eligible residents with low electricity bills still receive the full concession, for example by being given the option to choose the utility to which the concession will apply.

Extension of Land Tax to Vacant Properties
In hearings of 19 June 2017, the Committee asked questions regarding the extension of land tax to vacant properties.

When asked about assessment of properties for the purpose of levying such a tax, the Treasurer noted that there would be ‘a principle place of residence exemption’, and that ‘you can only claim that once.’

When asked about capturing landowners who were not resident in the ACT, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee that:

There are a couple of things I would say. We are working through these issues. We will be seeking to consult and have a dialogue with the government on exactly how we run this approach because there are some questions. There will be some cases in the margin. We are acutely aware of those, particularly with older people—a couple both going into care, for example, and that sort of thing. We have to work through those sorts of things. There are overseas postings, which will be prominent in the ACT, that we are also aware of. But we are also aware that this arrangement does apply in most other states; so there are processes to do this.

The Director, Revenue Management Division, and Commissioner for ACT Revenue, also responded to the question. He told the Committee that:

I am assuming that we would not have to do much active compliance in this space. I think there would be a lot of voluntary compliance once this commences, particularly when we go through the issues of who is in and who is out. I do not anticipate it will require a large compliance program from the Revenue Office.

When asked if the tax would result in higher occupancy rates, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee that:

It is certainly one of the objectives of the policy. I think that among the objectives I put in the policy is that one, primarily. The second is that there is a little bit of harmonisation across jurisdictions. I think administratively this one might actually be easier to administer when it is up and running. In the current approach, if you have an investment property that is rented out, you actually fill in a return each quarter if it is vacant for the quarter. People have a strong incentive to do so to reduce their land tax. For those reasons, I think it is a good idea. As the Treasurer said, if you are going to pay a charge on it, you may as well seek to collect the revenue through a tenant, which is a good pro-housing availability option and should improve affordability.

When asked further questions about how properties would be identified for the purposes of the tax, the Treasurer told the Committee that:

In the instance of a person who is a multiple property owner in the territory, then you claim one as your principal place of residence. That is exempted. In the instance … of someone who does not reside in the territory, then that probably pretty conclusively answers the question too. They have a principle place of residence somewhere else.

When asked about legitimate cases where owners may not be resident, the Treasurer agreed that these existed, and noted that ‘overseas postings’ or ‘someone who is in the defence forces’ were examples of such cases. He told the Committee that ‘[w]hen we legislate for this, we will need to take account of those issues.’

When asked about challenges in administering the tax where some properties are outside of the Territory, the Treasurer told the Committee that:

Given the degree to which this policy applies in other jurisdictions as well, there can be information sharing between state and territory revenue offices. The individual could not claim “this is my principal place of residence” in both jurisdictions.

When asked how many properties would be affected by the tax, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee that:

To be honest, we do not have a good handle on this because these people are not identified in our systems at the moment. It is more using rough rules of thumb about principal places of residence that are not tenanted in general.

The Executive Director, Economic and Financial Group, CMTEDD, also responded to the question. She told the Committee that the number was estimates ‘at one to 1 and a half per cent of the housing stock now’, and agreed that this amounted to approximately 2,000 properties at present.

When the Committee asked if there would be mitigating circumstances where there were special needs, such as a family making provision for a disabled child by purchasing a second property.

In response, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee that:

under the current arrangements the commissioner has some flexibility. Because you cannot legislate for every circumstance, there is some flexibility … to be sensible in the application of the tax law.

The Director, Revenue Management Division, and Commissioner for ACT Revenue, also responded to the question, agreeing, and stating that there were ‘a range of discretions available to the revenue commissioner which I seek to exercise in a sensible and equitable way.’

In response to further questions on the matter, the Under-Treasurer told the Committee that:

the government had a measure in either the budget before this most recent one, or it might have been the budget before that, where in instances like that stamp duty was waived. We do have systems in place to identify some transactions of that nature. It is possible that there is a pre-existing transaction where they paid the stamp duty et cetera, but I think it would be relatively straightforward in those sorts of situations for the legislation to describe the situation at hand and provide an exemption.

The Treasurer also responded, telling the Committee that:
We will look at what the other jurisdictions have done. These issues, obviously, would have been raised in other jurisdictions. There is legislation that we can look at, and then I guess ultimately the degree of discretion that we can enable the commissioner to have in this context too will be part of it.

At the close of this series of questions, the Director, Revenue Management Division, and Commissioner for ACT Revenue, stated:
I am looking at the current exemptions from land tax and there is certainly one for a property with a guardian or manager for a person with a legal disability.

Changes to the Lease Variation Charge 
In hearings of 19 June 2017, the Committee asked questions regarding changes to the Lease Variation Charge.
 Among other things the Committee asked about consultations with stakeholders prior to the changes being announced.

In responding, the Treasurer told the Committee that:

The process of establishing the lease variation charge in codified schedules was an extensive one that involved, from memory, three rounds of industry consultation. Part of that work identified that on 1 July each year codified schedules would be updated. So it is not unusual for codified schedules to be updated on 1 July each year. That has been a practice that has been in place since, from memory, about 2010-11. This is the time that these sorts of decisions are taken. There has not been and generally is not a specific discussion on one schedule changing versus another every time we update. There is not a full-blown consultation on that question, and I do not think there is any expectation that there will be.

The Treasurer told the Committee that:

In relation to this specific issue, the post-2000 residential leases specify the number of dwellings, and then there are the pre-2000 ones that are the subject of the change. We do not V1 or V2 them anymore and we codify now through this new arrangement. To give a sense of the quantum of these, in the five years from 2011 to 2016 across the entire city there were 120, so it is about 24 a year. So there are very few transactions in this … 

When asked as to how many dwellings were generated as a result of those lease variations, the Treasurer told the Committee that:

Some were for dual occupancies, others for two, three and four, so you are talking hundreds, not thousands over a five-year period going from one dwelling to more. But there are not a substantial number of these, and that is the first point to make. This change comes into effect on 1 July, so any development applications currently in the system will be assessed against the previous schedules.

The Treasurer went on to say that:

Given that there are such a small number of these in any given year anyway, it is not going to be busy. ACTPLA does thousands of DAs; this could be two or three more. It is not going to be material in terms of their workload. In the context of the number of lease variations that are undertaken in the city at any given point it is not particularly consequential either.

When asked whether this approach would work against the ACT Government’s planning strategy—that is, to achieve higher densities in some established areas—the Treasurer told the Committee:

Not necessarily. If the issue is that you want to boost the supply of multi-unit dwellings in those areas, then you change the zoning. It is open to the government or the Assembly’s planning committee, as part of its planning inquiry, to recommend changes to RZ2, 3 and 4 zones as to their footprint or what is allowed on them.

The Treasurer told the Committee that:

In the end, the supply is as broad as the planning zoning allows. If the collective view is that you want more in certain locations, then revisit what is allowed in RZ2, 3 and 4 or revisit what RZ2, 3 and 4 actually cover or revisit what is allowed in RZ1.

When asked whether the new arrangements on the Lease Variation Charge were consistent with concerns about housing affordability, and whether it would result in the higher charges being added to the cost of housing directly affected by the arrangements, the Treasurer told the Committee that:

This measure will put downward pressure on land prices because it will remove a speculative element where people have been paying well over the odds because they capture the entire windfall gain, or a very large share of it. If you did a V1-V2 assessment, it would be a lot less than this codified charge. The real world examples of this demonstrate that if the concern is that we want more supply then let us have a look at RZ1, 2, 3 and 4.

The Treasurer told the Committee that:

I have no doubt at all that across the land supply equation there is no shortage of land. It is just a question of whether we are capturing an unearned windfall gain or not and the extent to which that leads to speculation and people paying over the odds.

The Treasurer went on to say, in response to further questions, that:

the point here, though, is that what we are talking about is capturing that unearned windfall gain, and that comes from the lease variation. If you buy the land and it has got a certain value, you can only build one dwelling on it. If you then can build multiple dwellings on it the land is worth more, and capturing that windfall gain from the planning zoning, or the lease variation change, is what the tax does. That is unearned, and that is entirely at the stroke of a pen. And capturing some of that uplift is the whole basis of a betterment tax and of our tax system.

Committee Comment
The Committee notes some contradictory elements in responses to questions regarding the new arrangements for the LVC. 

On one hand the Committee was told that there were few instances where new developments would be captured by the arrangements.
 

On the other hand the Committee was told that the changes to the LVC were important because they would decrease land speculation, and that this in turn would exert downward pressure on the cost of land.

The Committee takes the view that both statements cannot be true: that is, if only a small number of properties are affected, the new arrangements for the LVC are unlikely to exert significant downward pressure on land prices. 

If the opposite is true and a more significant number of developments are captured by new arrangements for the LVC, then it would appear inevitable that the purchase price for the dwellings created from those developments would reflect greater costs to the developer. If this proved to be the case, it would work against access to housing and housing affordability.

The Committee also discussed LVC changes with the Minister for Urban Renewal on 26 June 2017. (See Chapter 8: EPSDD for associated discussion). 
The Committee notes the concerns also raised by community and industry groups at the hearing on 16 June 2017 (See Chapter 2), particularly around the lack of consultation and need for suitable transition arrangements for LVC changes.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide a detailed account of the rationale and modelling for the new arrangements to the Lease Variation Charge, announced in the 2017-18 Budget, in the ACT Legislative Assembly, by the last sitting day in September 2017.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government postpone the planned $30,000 per unit change in the Lease Variation Charge until urgent modelling of its impact and consultation with industry is complete. The modelling should consider amongst other things the impact on housing affordability and infill. The Committee further recommends that the change to the Lease Variation Charge should not proceed, or be modified with more gradual introduction and/or a changed rate structure, if it has a significant negative impact on housing affordability, environmental sustainability and infill.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government should not make significant changes to the taxation system without public consultation and modelling of the impacts of the change. This modelling should not just include financial impacts.

Shared Services

The Shared Services website states that:

Shared Services was established in 2007 to provide the ACT Government with a more efficient way of delivering core corporate and IT services across the government’s Directorates and agencies. The range of services provided by Shared Services fall under six main corporate functions:

· ICT (Information Communication Technology) – includes infrastructure, application support, technical teams ‘embedded’ within Directorates, project management and support;

· Human Resources – includes payroll, recruitment, reporting, HR systems and support;

· Finance – includes accounts payable, accounts receivable, financial reporting, and taxation;

· Salary Packaging;

· Record and Mail Services; and

· Publishing Services.

Matters Considered

Matters Considered by the Committee in relation to Shared Services in hearings of 20 June 2017, included: 

· broken links and the management of government websites;

· IT security for ACT Government web sites,
 upgrades to the ACT Government software environment, and software vulnerabilities;

· the status of the 'ICT Sustainability Plan';

· operation of the ACT Government ICT network and data storage;

· proportions of contractors to ongoing staff in Shared Services ICT;
 and

· the scope of Shared Services’ service delivery functions.
 

Key Issues
IT Security: ACT Government Websites, the Software Environment, and Software Vulnerabilities
In hearings of 20 June 2017, the Committee considered IT security, including security for ACT Government web sites,
 upgrades to the ACT Government software environment, and software vulnerabilities.

In particular, the Committee asked if there had been any instances of cyber attack of Territory- hosted websites in the previous year.

In responding, the Executive Director, Shared Services ICT, Shared Services, told the Committee that:

People would be aware of the WannaCry incident that happened several weeks ago. We are always under threat and we are constantly diligent in managing those threats. To this year, we have had no successful major incidents to report, which is reassuring for us. We have had a number of minor incidents, with something call phishing. I think we have covered this topic several times since I have been here; I appreciate that it is a different audience now. For some reason or another, usually because of the advanced nature of some of these hackers—let us call them what they are out there; they are always trying to be one step ahead of the game—every now and then an email may get through our management system, and get to an end user. They see it, so generally they click on it, and they get themselves into a bit of bother.

However, the Executive Director, Shared Services ICT told the Committee:

we have not been aware of any major data spill that has been impacted in this space. We are notified as soon as it happens. Our security team, headed by Peter Major, is very diligent in this space. We have had no major incidents that have impacted the integrity of the ACT Government data environment.

When asked whether there had been ‘minor’ incidents in this regard, the Executive Director told the Committee that:

We do get minor ones; as I said, those phishing instances. We have had no data spill. It is usually just an end user error where they have clicked on something that they thought was their Australia Post link; it has taken them off to some scam website or something like that, which we contain very quickly once we are made aware of it. As I said we have had no instances that have resulted in data spill.

When asked about the number of such incidents, the Executive Director told the Committee that while he did ‘not have the exact number of how many people [had] tried’ it was ‘not an insignificant number.’

When asked whether there had been new initiatives or expenditure to upgrade IT security for the ACT Government, the Executive Director told the Committee that there had:

In the last budget we received some money to improve our database logging environment, which is essentially logging the transactions that happen on our different databases. We have a huge number of databases that sit within the ACT Government environment. We are implementing a piece of software that improves the logging. Essentially, that is who is accessing that information and what for et cetera. We do not sit there monitoring it. We use it a little bit retrospectively at times, from a forensic point of view.

The Executive Director told the Committee that:

With respect to the reason we do that, essentially it is about us improving our security environment. We look to do these things proactively. Of course, managing ICT security is a “risk against gain” environment. If you speak to someone at the Australian Signals Directorate, some of them might say to you, the real black hat types, “Well, how much have you got?” Of course, we manage that via a risk analysis. We work with various bodies within the directorates around understanding what that risk is, with the appreciation that whilst we have a small amount of what we would call national security type information, we have a huge amount of citizen personal information. So whilst we may not capture the attention of, say, some of those groups out there who are trying to hit PM&C, Finance, Treasury and these sorts of environments, we are very cognisant that we have a huge amount of sensitive information—people’s addresses, names and situations—and we do take that very seriously. I can assure you that every year we have a conversation with our colleagues in management around what we can do and what sort of funding we can get to improve that, and we do that on a risk-based approach.

In response to questions regarding the recent WannaCry ransomware attack, the Executive Director provided details of Shared Services ICT’s response.

When asked whether the response had required patching of servers in the ACT Government environment, the Executive Director told the Committee:

It did. On the Monday, Microsoft released some patching. The main impacted environments involved some older Microsoft Windows XPs. They seemed to require the biggest attention in this space. On that Monday, Microsoft released a patch particularly for this incident, and we put it into our environment that Monday night, through an emergency change process.

Executive Director, Shared Services, also responded. He told the Committee that:

It is fair to say that our exposure to servers with XPs is very limited in that sense. We identified maybe three servers that needed an update. It was a virus that was already known by Microsoft Corporation, so they had that fix ready to go. Again, noting the maturity of our systems and where we are currently at with platforms that we currently run, the actual risk to the ACT was low compared to some other jurisdictions that we are aware of. It was fairly well maintained and identified fairly early. Our exposure was limited. It was targeted more towards Europe, the Northern Hemisphere; especially targeted towards UK and some of the other countries in that European bloc.

At a later point in hearings, further questions were asked about operating systems employed on ACT Government systems, and in particular the degree to which those operating systems were current and up-to-date.

In responding, the Executive Director, Shared Services ICT, told the Committee that:

From a front-end operating perspective, from your desktop perspective, we have a budget-funded program to upgrade the operation system called the SOE to Windows 10. We also have, as part of that program, a subset of that program if you like, a project that upgrades to Office 2010. Why are we going to not the very latest? The way Office works is that it often uses a lot of other applications around it. From an Office point of view simply using Word works quite successfully but when you have got specialist systems like, let us use Health as an example, you are using third-party software that sometimes is not compatible with the very latest.

The Executive Director, Shared Services ICT told the Committee that:

We have a program underway at the moment that we are working with the directorates on. The first Windows 10 operating rollout will happen towards the end of this year. Office 2013 will be kicked off by October this year and we have already started a rolling program at the moment across some or our users who are more open to testing it, if you like, to keep it nice and simple before we do this sort of broad whack across all the directorates. We are doing that testing now, essentially to make sure it does not break anything. That is at the desktop level. We have a project that will actually be doing that.

The Executive Director, Shared Services ICT also told the Committee that:

With regard to your XP question we have a list of what particular servicing systems are still running on what we would call those legacy environments and we then work with the relevant directorates on that particular system. It does require us putting a case up, often through a budget, to get that upgraded. In many instances the reason that they are still sitting in the corner, if you like, is that sometimes the vendor who supports that particular piece of software is not ready to upgrade. Of course we cannot just simply switch it off. It is a very small number, as Mr Tanton pointed out before. He says “touch wood” but we would not want to see ourselves in a position where, within the next couple of years, by the time XP actually goes out of extended support by Microsoft, we will not be in that situation. That is our goal.

When asked why the ACT Government was not upgrading to the latest version of Microsoft Office, the Executive Director told the Committee that this was not ‘so much [to do with] the operating system’:

It is to do with the systems that utilise the office automation suite. Most of us would simply use Microsoft Office as it stands. We just open up an email, we open up a document, and it works. We edit briefs and things like that. When you have a third-party application that—what we would call—“calls a document out of Office”, there is a compatibility issue at that point and that is where it can be the barrier. So we go with the known quantity.

At this point the Under-Treasurer also responded to the question, providing an example:

The government a couple of years ago funded a project to upgrade the budget management system which actually draws all the financials together to produce the budget. Our old system was on an Access database that could not be upgraded to the latest version. We were maintaining a 10-year-old environment, a 12-year-old environment, just so we could produce the budget. At the time this programmed piece of software did exactly what the government of the day wanted to produce a set of budget papers. There was not commercial, off-the-shelf software to do that. Part of the reason why we upgraded that budget application was that it could run in a modern environment both in terms of Office and in terms of the operating system. Then we can switch off that old server and those old systems. That piece of software had input from every finance unit in every directorate as well as my own team. It affected quite a few people.

The Under-Treasurer went on to tell the Committee that the ACT Government had ‘other legacy systems like that across government which we have to work through on a priority risk basis and manage costs and risks and outcomes’: 

Ignoring cost in a sense, the sheer effort that it takes to upgrade systems and get them right is a very intensive effort. One way we can avoid this problem happening in the future is to move to a much more commercial, off-the-shelf basis so that we rely on our third-party vendors to essentially upgrade the underlying software rather than us. That is the legacy situation we have. It is not an insurmountable problem. It is a complex problem. I think every organisation of our size would have this problem. I think by and large we are not badly off. We are addressing those systems as and when we can. 

The Executive Director, Shared Services, also responded to the question. He told the Committee that this was a ‘discussion with vendors as well’:

In some instances vendors will not support current applications—and we have got over 5,000 applications across the ACT—just because of the diverse nature of what the ACT does at our level compared to probably federally. There is that discussion with vendors as well. Microsoft, I think, last year were talking potentially about, instead of going to a big-stage release every two or three years, going to do iterative upgrades on a three-monthly basis. You can imagine all these vendors trying to keep up to speed with that new operating system and they are just scratching their head how they are going to do this. There is going to be some pushback to Microsoft on how they are going to do this. Microsoft being Microsoft will probably have to go off and do what they like and then it is going to be a matter of catch-up.

The Executive Director, Shared Services told the Committee that it was:

a matter of talking with directorates about what systems have been useful. Was there criticality? What is the risk? Do we keep providing special support or do we just fix them on failure? But it all depends on doing that risk assessment and understanding what the application is, what it does, can it be just let go and not renewed or do we look to put something else because obviously we are trying to get into a Microsoft suite rather than a bespoke application which they brought in maybe 10 or 20 years ago and that has been in the Microsoft suite because it is part of our licensing regime. It is an ongoing process but it is fairly complex, as you are alluding to.

At this point the Under-Treasurer made further comment. He told the Committee that there were ‘also other factors that we had to take into account’:

One is the balance between having a controlled, locked-down environment that only if it is ticked off, approved and certified can you have a piece of software on it and something that has a little flexibility that enables fit-for-purpose applications to come onto the existing network. That is something we have to make decisions about as we go. But I would say that the digital environment is getting more complex. We are having fragmentation of systems. We are getting mobile devices and applications from various vendors. In one sense we are lucky that Microsoft sets a standard and everyone tries to meet it. But we have to take that into account as well. Local vendors and local IT companies that offer solutions that might be innovative and worth trialling often do not have the resources to keep up with the latest version of Microsoft.

The Under-Treasurer went on to say:

Do we automatically rule those out or do we create environments that can manage that over time? It is an optimisation problem that we have to manage and we will have to manage. I do not think we will ever get this perfect system because five minutes later something has changed, and we have to deal with something new in the environment.

Committee Comment
The Committee notes the high degree of complexity of ACT Government IT environments, and recognises that this is a feature of contemporary IT environments. 

In view of this high degree of complexity, and competing factors and imperatives, it is the Committee’s view vital that a formal, scheduled program be designed and implemented, with the objective of creating a more sustainable and safer basis for workplace applications. 

At present, it appears that workplace applications, particularly special-purpose applications, are vulnerable both to vendor-driven changes in product specification and to IT security threats. A more sustainable approach would see special-purpose applications migrated to more stable, and more easily upgradable, platforms. In the Committee’s view the most practicable way to achieve this is to ensure that all specialist workplace applications are compatible with a common, underlying, and well-supported, common framework. 

The Committee notes that a ‘traditional’ approach to this would be to implement business applications in Structured Query Language, which is well supported by commercial and non-commercial providers. It also notes the emergence of alternative formats with which to hold and manipulate data.

The Committee takes the view that this will be a long-term objective which requires a well-designed, phased program, with clear milestones, to ensure its implementation. The result should be a safer and more current software environment in which the ACT Government conducts its business.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government design and implement a phased program, with clear milestones, to place specialised workplace IT applications on a more stable and secure footing, to ensure: improved security; better ability to maintain the currency of installed software; and greater independence from software vendors.

Infrastructure Finance and Capital Works 

The ACT Budget 2017-18, Budget Statements B, describes Output Class 8: Infrastructure Finance and Capital Works in the following terms:
Infrastructure Finance and Capital Works provides advice to government on major infrastructure projects, advises government on capital works procurement policies, administers a range of pre-qualification schemes and undertakes procurement activities on behalf of government directorates and agencies for infrastructure and capital works.

The papers further outline the relevant changes to output classes, noting that this is a:

new Output Class, which includes Outputs and part of Outputs previously reported in Output Classes 8 Procurement and Capital Works and 9 Economic Development. The 2016‑17 estimated outcome for the Outputs previously in Output Class 9 are reported in this Budget Statement in Output Class 3 Economic Development (Outputs 3.9 Venues (Discontinued) and 3.10 Property Services (Discontinued)).

Matters Considered 

The Committee did not raise any questions with the Treasurer at the hearing on 21 June 2017 in relation to this output.
Property Services, Venues and Procurement

Matters Considered 

Output 9.1: Property Services

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· relocation of Westside infrastructure to Stromlo Forest Park;

· vacant properties and use for housing the homeless;

· Callam Offices vacancies;

· rental determination;

· title of properties managed;

· SMI liquidation and re-engagement of subcontractors;
 and

· businesses at Westside.

Output 9:2: Venues 
The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· maintenance and cleaning contracts;

· recycling at venues;
 and

· standards for maintenance contracts.

Output 9.3: Goods and Service Procurement

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· contracts for school cleaning;
 and

· objectives of procurement policy.

ACT Compulsory Third Party Insurance Regulator

The ACT Compulsory Third-Party Insurance Regulator website states that:

The Australian Capital Territory Compulsory Third-Party Insurance Regulator (CTP Regulator) is an independent territory authority established under section 14 of the Road Transport (Third-Party Insurance) Act 2008 (CTP Act) to regulate compulsory third party insurance in the Territory.

The CTP Act is administered by the Chief Minister and Treasury Directorate. Under section 14 of the CTP Act, the Director-General of the administering directorate is the CTP Regulator. The Director-General of Chief Minister and Treasury Directorate is therefore the CTP Regulator.

The website states that:

The CTP Regulator does not employ any staff. The functions of the CTP Regulator are supported by the Legal and Insurance Policy Branch of the Investment and Economic Division, Chief Minister and Treasury Directorate.

Matters Considered
Matters Considered by the Committee in hearings of 19 June 2017 included:

· whether there had been any reviews of the ACT's Compulsory Third Party Insurance (CTP) scheme since 2017 reforms in NSW;

· initiatives in place to exert downward pressure on CTP premiums;

· CTP as a possible matter to be considered by a citizens' jury;

· the potential impact of the National Disability Insurance Scheme on the ACT's CTP scheme;

· rollout of new platform for the CTP Personal Injury Register;

· CTP arrangements in relation to light rail vehicles;

· the relationship between CTP revenue and the cost of motor vehicle registration;

Key Issues
Initiatives to Exert Downward Pressure on CTP Premiums
In hearings of 19 June 2017, the Committee asked questions regarding initiatives to exert downward pressure on CTP premiums.
 

In responding to questions, the Executive Director, Economic and Financial Group, CMTEDD, told the Committee that:

The biggest initiative has certainly been the entry of three new insurers into the market, the competition that has entered our market. And we have seen that play out, probably surprisingly even to us, at a very high level with premium filings quite regularly from the insurers as they look to secure market share in the market.

The Executive Director told the Committee that as a result of this there had been ‘reductions in the premiums in the order of $35’, in nominal terms.

The Treasurer and the Executive Director told the Committee that the introduction of competition amongst CTP insurers in the Territory had led to frequent filings by insurers to offer lower premiums in competition with other providers.

CTP Arrangements in Relation to Light Rail Vehicles
In hearings of 19 June 2017, the Committee asked questions regarding CTP arrangements in connection with light rail vehicles in the Territory.

In responding to the question, the Executive Director, Economic and Financial Group, CMTEDD, told the Committee that:

As we have the light rail coming on board in the ACT, it is considered to be a vehicle that uses the road system; it is regulated under the road transport acts. It is necessary for us to consider how accidents that may occur between vehicles and the light rail would be regulated. It has been decided that that will be managed through the CTP scheme. The way in which we do that is essentially to consider a light rail vehicle as a motor vehicle for the purposes of that legislation.

The Executive Director  went on to say that:

this situation exists in other jurisdictions—in Melbourne, Victoria, specifically. In New South Wales, they are also building trams in the city, and this is the way it is managed there as well. So it will come into the scheme as a registrable motor vehicle.
 

The implications of this were, she told the Committee, that:

for people who may be injured in accidents on the road there will be a consistency in the benefits that they are entitled to. It means that our insurers will come up with a risk assessed premium that applies to the light rail vehicles within the premium rating structures of the scheme.

ACT Insurance Authority

Introduction

The Australian Capital Territory Insurance Authority (ACTIA) website states that ACTIA is ‘is a statutory authority responsible to the ACT Treasurer’, which ‘provides insurance protection and risk management advice for the Australian Capital Territory Government, covering over $23 billion worth of physical assets and its associated liability exposures.’

It states that all government directorates and statutory authorities, ‘unless exempted by the Treasurer, are insured with ACTIA’; that an ‘Indemnity Agreement sets out the cover provided and the level of excess (deductible) required to be met by the agencies’; and that a ‘premium is charged to agencies based on risk factors and risk management practices in place.’

The website also lists ACTIA’s principle objectives, functions, and clients.

Matters Considered
Matters Considered by the Committee in relation to ACTIA in hearings of 20 June 2017 included: 

· the financial performance of ACTIA;

· ACTIA risk margins and risk management;

· insurance coverage for midwifery and home births;

· insurance coverage for volunteers;

· management of personal claims;

· current ACTIA claims;
 and

· the operation of the Nominal Defendant fund.

Canberra Institute of Technology - Statement of Intent

The Minister for Higher Education, Training and Research and her officers appeared before the Committee on 30 June 2017.
 The Committee discussed:

· Output 3.6: Higher Education, Training and Research 

· Canberra Institute of Technology


Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following matters: 

· commitment to women in trades;

· CIT’s campus plans;

· funding model for the sale of surplus CIT property;

· establishing new markets for CIT;

· academic results and employment outcomes for CIT;

· relationship between the ACT Government and the University of Canberra;

· areas examined by the CIT internal audit committee;
 and

· internal cost of shared services utilised by CIT.

Key Issues

Women in Trades

The Committee asked for an update on the Minister’s pre-budget announcement about women in trades. The Minister stated that, along with this initiative the Directorate was also looking at opportunities for upskilling and reskilling mature age workers. Work was underway on these two areas to consult with groups and individuals and look at what other jurisdictions were doing.
 A Directorate official advised that this was an important part of the process as they did not want to duplicate existing activities or undertake activities that had proven unsuccessful.
 The official expected elements of the program to begin rolling out in the early part of 2018 and stated:

Part of it is about creating the idea of women going into those sorts of trades at a very young age and looking at what we can do in the school sector, as well as making sure that in those areas there are not any other perceptions of challenges that are either real or imagined that might be influencing people to make choices out of those industries.

The Committee then asked what work was being done to get men into fields of training typically dominated by women. The Minister noted the figures for men in nursing had remained static at around 10 percent, and slightly higher for men in teaching, while women in traditional trades was at three percent. The Minister stated that more broadly, the Directorate was aiming to increase the profile of vocational education, which had suffered massive reputational damage which has created a reluctance among parents of school-aged children to see it as an option.

CIT Campus Plans

The Committee sought information on CIT’s future plans, with particular reference to campus locations. The Chair of the CIT Board discussed CIT’s campus modernisation strategy, looking at all of the campuses and working through each of them to see what is required and what needs to be done to make them fit for purpose.
 He indicated that the Woden campus was probably surplus to requirements,
 which prompted the Committee to ask about value of that site and whether the proceeds would go back to CIT or to the government.

The Minister advised the Committee that the government had not made any decisions on the specific funding model for the campus modernisation program. However, the Minister noted that the government had the model of the public housing renewal task force that could be applied, under the broad principle that any asset currently managed by CIT would be reinvested principally in CIT and the training sector.
 The Committee asked about the risk of creating a two-tier property market, particularly in relation to any plans to have a mixture of public and private development on those sites or giving up parcels of land under a community title or something similar.

The Minister advised that at the moment those sites were ACT Government sites and the Directorate expected them to be treated the same as any other land around the Territory. She stated that there were no plans for anything like the Committee had raised in its questions.

The Committee asked whether consideration had been given to spreading the campuses more evening across north and south Canberra. The Chair of the CIT Board responded:

No, to be perfectly blunt. That is probably going more to the heart of the fact that, as a board, we are trying to structure an organisation that will be sustainable into the future and meet the specific needs of our students and the broader community. That really is around, as the minister said, these centres of excellence. You can look at our trade centre in Fyshwick and the like. No-one questions why the University of Canberra or ANU are not out at Tuggeranong or Woden, so I do not know why they keep coming to CIT and saying we should be opening up everywhere as well. To try to run an efficient business, we need to decide what is best, and look at how we create these big centres of excellence where you can really do some deep, hard training, rather than trying to be generalists scattered in every town centre in Canberra.

With reference to the centres of excellence strategy, the Committee asked what reinvestment would be made in facilities, particularly at the Reid, Bruce and Fyshwick campuses. The CIT CEO advised that they were still in the early stages of working out what that would need to look like, but pointed to the investments already made at the Reid and Bruce campuses. She discussed specifically the new allied health campus at Bruce, noting that CIT’s allied health offerings had been moved to Bruce to complement the partnerships with the University of Canberra, the AIS and Calvary hospital. She also noted that the Tuggeranong campus had been purposely built to make sure it was cutting edge in terms of technology and was a showcase to assist teachers to work digitally and differently.

Another CIT official advised the Committee that one of the big components of the campus modernisation strategy was looking at how the facilities were used, so that they became not just educational institutions, but community assets.

Establishing New Markets for CIT

The Committee noted that one of CIT’s priorities for 2017-18 was to establish new local, national and international markets and asked the Minister and CIT officials to elaborate on these plans. The CIT CEO stated that one of the areas the board had looked at to expand an existing capacity was cybersecurity. Building on the relationship with the AFP in forensic science and crime scene investigation, as well as the data capability of the ICT programs, CIT is looking at what new training initiatives could be put forward to develop cyber training qualifications, including apprenticeship training.

The Minister added that earlier in 2017, the ACT had become the first operational node of the Australian cybersecurity growth network, so the ACT was extremely well placed now to take advantage of what will become a huge demand for training in the industry.
 Further, the CIT CEO noted that it was the first vocational education and training provider to have developed a graduate certificate in network and cybersecurity.

The CIT CEO advised that they were also developing training in new technologies for renewable energies, and delegations of students travelling overseas for programs in this area had brought back skills and developed relationships for CIT to leverage off.

In addition to new program initiatives, the CEO stated that there are 700 to 1,000 international students annually that undertake programs at CIT, and that CIT was constantly looking at international partners. This included looking to expand CIT’s offerings into Singapore at Temasek Polytechnic and the relationship with the Gujurat Forensic Sciences University in India.

Icon Water

Introduction

The web-site for Icon Water states that ‘Icon Water protects and supports the community and the environment by providing high quality drinking water and wastewater services to the ACT and surrounding regions.’

Another page on the web-site states that:

Icon Water Limited is an unlisted public company with assets and investments in water, sewerage and energy services and operations. Icon Water is owned by the ACT Government. The company’s voting shareholders are the Chief Minister and the Minister for the Environment and Heritage of the ACT. Icon Water has corporate reporting and compliance obligations under Corporations Law. Legislation governing the supply of water and sewerage services includes the Utilities Act 2000, Water Resources Act 2007, Environment Protection Act 1997, Water and Sewerage Act 2000 and the Public Health Act 1997.

It states that ‘Icon Water owns and manages the water and sewerage business and assets in the ACT and is a 50per cent owner of ActewAGL, a joint venture with AGL Energy Limited and Jemena Limited.’

It also states that:

Icon Water has two wholly owned subsidiary companies: Icon Retail Investments Limited and Icon Distribution Investments Limited, which are Icon Water's partnership companies in ActewAGL.

Matters Considered
Matters Considered by the Committee in relation to Icon Water in hearings of 20 June 2017 included: 

· increases in Icon Water's dividend to the ACT Government;

· staffing numbers for Icon Water;

· environmental dimensions of Icon Water's operations;

· work health and safety at Icon Water;

· customer education regarding correct use of drains and correct disposal of liquid waste;

· expansion of sewerage infrastructure to support new development in the ACT;

· services provided by ActewAGL under a service agreement to Icon Water;

· roles and remuneration for board members for Icon Water and ActewAGL;
 and

· recent ActewAGL blackouts in Gungahlin.

Key Issues
Services provided by ActewAGL under a service agreement to Icon Water

In hearings of 20 June 2017 the Committee asked questions regarding services to Icon Water provided by ActewAGL under a service agreement.

In response to a question about the provision of services with regard to payroll, Human Resources and accounts payable, the Managing Director of Icon Water told the Committee that these were:

services provided by ActewAGL under a service agreement to Icon Water which was established many years ago. Procurement services, accounts, excluding large capital projects, day-to-day procurement activities, accounts payable, payroll, HR services and the like are provided by ActewAGL.

When asked whether these were covered by a single or multiple service agreements, the Managing Director told the Committee that there were ‘two agreements in place for ActewAGL to provide services to Icon Water’:

The first one is with regard to what I would call shared services, which is one agreement, and the other agreement is for billing and receivables, and those services are provided out of different partnerships within ActewAGL. The billing and receivables is provided through the retail partnership. The shared services for corporate-type activities are provided through the distribution partnership.

The Committee also asked how long those agreements had been in place and whether the agreements were public documents. The General Manager, Finance, Icon Water, told the Committee that the agreements dated from 1 July 2012 and were not publicly available as they were ‘service agreements between Icon Water and ActewAGL.’

When asked why Icon Water was using shared services with ActewAGL rather than ACT Government Shared Services, the Managing Director told the Committee that:

Those shared services have been provided for a very long time, from when the water business was back in ActewAGL, from an operations and maintenance perspective. We have chosen to seek synergies by continuing to receive those services across the whole group. So it is good for ActewAGL and it is good for Icon Water. And there are economies of scale.

In response to questions on who had signed the agreement on behalf of Icon Water, the General Manager, Finance, told the Committee that it ‘would have been the managing director at the time’,

Regarding the term of the agreements, the Managing Director told the Committee that they applied for ‘10 or 11 years.’
 The General Manager, Finance, advised that the agreements applied until 30 June 2023.

The Committee asked about the cost of the agreements to Icon Water, and was advised by the Managing Director and the General Manager, Finance that in relation to the retail side of the business, the cost was $7 million per annum, and $20 million per annum for the distribution side of the business.
 This amounted to a total cost of $27 million per annum for shared services provided by ActewAGL to Icon Water.

In terms of what specific services were provided for this outlay, the Managing Director and General Manager, Finance, told the Committee that the services comprised ‘desktop services, our infrastructure, security … regulatory, HR, treasury services, procurement services, [and] accounts payable services.’

When asked whether these services had been put to tender, the Managing Director told the Committee:

No, it did not go out to tender, because the services were already being provided. When the water business was rolled back in, it was more a formalisation of moving to arm’s-length agreements as opposed to what was previously an in-house service.

The Managing Director further told the Committee that:

When business was rolled back in, the concept was to preserve those synergies within the business; otherwise we would have been laying off a whole heap of people. So it made sense because it was a continuation of service.

When asked which entity would have been ‘laying off people’, the Managing Director told the Committee that:

ActewAGL would have been laying off a substantial number of people, because they were already providing services to the business as it was at that point in time, up to 1 July 2012.

The Committee asked whether Icon Water had ‘a mandate’ to retain staff at ActewAGL, and was advised by the Managing Director that:

No, it does not have a mandate, but the services were already being incurred on the part of regulatory submissions, and opex [operational expenditure] tested and all the rest of it, so we continued to capture the synergies of the business moving forward in the best interests of the price and customer.

When asked whether this was a ‘good deal’ for the taxpayer and Icon Water, the Managing Director told the Committee:

I think it is a good deal. It is an arrangement whereby there are synergies across having ActewAGL Retail, ActewAGL Distribution and Icon Water all serviced under one agreement. It is a no-brainer that you get synergies from those services.

The Committee queried whether ACT Government Shared Services had ever been approached to ‘market test’ or ensure value for money in these contractual arrangements, and was told by the Treasurer that they had not.

In response to questions about whether the contracts were listed in Icon Water’s Annual Report or in the ACT Budget, the Managing Director told the Committee that there were ‘many contracts in place for all sorts of services provided’, and that Icon Water had ‘an alliance arrangement with Downer, for example, but we do not pull out those.’

When asked whether the service agreement was listed on the ACT Government contracts register, the Managing Director told the Committee:

I would be surprised if it was. I do not understand why it would be on the ACT Government contract register because it is between Icon Water, which is an incorporated entity, and ActewAGL.

The Committee asked whether the agreement would amount to a sum approximating to $300 million over a term of 11 years. The General Manager, Finance, confirmed that this was ‘circa the type of number’ for the total value of the contract.

When asked whether yearly payments under the contract were subject to incremental increase, the General Manager, Finance, told the Committee that payments would ‘escalate by CPI broadly over that period.’

Other questions asked regarding the service agreement with ActewAGL in hearings of 19 June 2017, included:

· whether there were penalties for exiting the agreement;

· what reporting and KPIs [Key Performance Indicators] are applied to services provided;

· whether service agreements could be provided to the Committee;

· whether board members of ActewAGL were remunerated;

· directors on the ActewAGL Board who are representatives of Icon Water;

· whether regulatory or corporate services responsibilities between ActewAGL and Icon Water had led to any conflicts of interest;
 and

· whether the service agreement prevented Icon Water or ActewAGL from being able to work with other providers.

Committee Comment
The Committee takes the view that all significant contracts by government agencies or associated entities should be publicly reported.

In light of this, and in light of other concerns regarding transparency and the Notifiable Invoices Register, the Committee makes the following recommendations:
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government list on the ACT Government Notifiable Invoices Register all payments above a value of $25,000 by Icon Water.

The Committee recommends that the notifiable invoices register be published in an online searchable format.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government reduce the threshold on the Notifiable Contract Register to $12,500.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government introduce amendments to the Government Procurement Act 2001 which, if passed by the Legislative Assembly, would provide that payments for reimbursements, and payments for property that meet the notifiable invoice threshold would be listed in the Notifiable Contract Register. 

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide an assessment of what the cost would be of providing HR, IT and accounts payable services to Icon Water through the Shared Services, in comparison with Icon Water's current agreement with ActewAGL, to the Committee.

Icon Water — recall hearing

The Committee called Icon Water to appear again on its recall day, 3 July 2017 to answer questions regarding shared agreements under which ActewAGL are contracted to provide services to Icon Water.

In this instance the Treasurer was not available to appear in hearings, and Minister Mick Gentleman MLA appeared as an Acting Minister with responsibility for Icon Water for the purposes of the hearing.

Matters Considered 

Matters Considered by the Committee in relation to Icon Water in recall hearings of 3 July 2017 included:

· the organisational character of Icon Water;

· the process by which service agreements came about;

· reporting and auditing of service agreements;

· cost of the service agreements;

· Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for the service agreements;

· whether the service contracts included financial penalties for under performance or non-performance;

· a stated principle that there be no 'material disadvantage' to ActewAGL;

· whether bonuses had been paid to any staff at ActewAGL in connection with shared service agreements being put in place;

· whether auditing has taken place in connection with either of the two service agreements;

· operation of the Internal Audit Committee of ActewAGL with respect to the service agreements;
 and

· whether the service agreements entailed an inherent conflict of interest.

Key Issues
Organisational Character of Icon Water

In hearings of 3 July 2017 the Committee considered the organisational character of Icon Water.

In his opening statement, the Acting Minister told the Committee, ‘just to advise the committee on the role of shareholders’: 

Icon Water Ltd, or Icon Water, operates as an independent corporation under the direction of a board of directors and under the management of an executive management team. Icon Water is regulated by the Corporations Act 2000—that is a Commonwealth Act— and is subject to further accountability requirements under the Territory-owned Corporations Act 1990, including the requirement of shareholders to be ministers. The shareholders must first consult with the public accounts committee before appointing a director. Shareholders do not generally become involved in the internal affairs of Icon Water unless stipulated in the Territory-owned Corporations Act.

The Acting Minister went on to say that the effect of these arrangements was:

For instance, the company must submit an annual statement of corporate intent for the shareholders to consider, obtain the prior written approval of the shareholder to acquire or dispose of a main undertaking, and keep the shareholders informed of significant events.

No 'Material Disadvantage' to ActewAGL 
In hearings of 3 July the Committee asked questions regarding a stated principle that there be no 'material disadvantage' to ActewAGL.

This term arose in the course of questioning as to whether the services currently provided to Icon Water by ActewAGL under a shared services agreement had been put to market, and whether the decision to source services from ActewAGL, in the absence of a competitive tendering process, constituted a ‘free kick’ to ActewAGL.

In responding to the question, the Managing Director of Icon Water told the Committee that it was not a ‘free kick’, and that:

in 2000 the operations and maintenance were rolled back to ACTEW Corporation. At that point in time these services had been provided for approximately 12 years and a lot of the technology was heavily meshed. There was an operational technology database that looked after an energy company as well as a water company. People were paid under the same enterprise bargaining agreement. Meters were read by the same companies. There was a substantially and intimately woven fabric between the utilities of electricity, gas and water.

The Managing Director of Icon Water told the Committee that: 

In order to separate those you would have incurred substantial restructuring costs. Then you would have had to have gone out to market and asked, “Well, who in the market is capable of providing these?”

When it was put to him that this was done by other Australian utility companies, the Managing Director told the Committee that:

when the rollback was done the owners were very adamant there would not be material disadvantage to the existing organisation. They wanted to keep it whole.

When asked as to the meaning of ‘material disadvantage to ActewAGL’, the Managing Director told the Committee that the object was to ‘keep the organisation whole.’

In response to further questions in this regard, the Managing Director told the Committee that this was:

Because it is a half owner and the services were already in situ. The concept of the services being rolled back; it was never entertained that they would be taken out to market because they were so heavily meshed.
 

As a result, the Managing Director told the Committee, it was ‘essentially migrated to an arm’s-length agreement for the continuation of the services.’
 

The Managing Director told the Committee that:

It would be insane to try to separate technology systems, HR systems and all the rest of it, to incur substantial restructuring costs and then to go out to market and have no confidence around whether or not some of those services can be provided. There would be a lead time associated with that, and any new investor would have to start up those services, so they would be sunk costs as opposed to the establishment. Most importantly, there would be risk as well.

When asked whether the services had been put to market or whether research had been done to ascertain whether the services could have been provided more cheaply, the Managing Director reiterated to the Committee:

No, we are not under an obligation to go out to market. An agreement was made to continue to optimise the synergies across the group. It made a lot of sense to continue with those services that were in situ at that point in time to have a seamless transfer.

When asked what due diligence was conducted in relation to the decision to enter into the shared services agreement, the Managing Director told the Committee that he was not able to comment:

Because I was in ActewAGL at the time, as I indicated, and ACTEW Corporation had a mandate that they were keen—and the owners had discussed it—to preserve the synergies for the group. That was the underlying concept of the rollback of the services: that we would continue with those services, it would be moved to arm’s length, the costings would be reviewed, advisers would be engaged, and it would be a materially substantial contract for the period of the services.

Shared Services Agreements - Bonuses
In hearings of 3 July 2017 the Committee queried whether bonuses had been paid to any staff at ActewAGL or Icon Water (then ACTEW Corporation) in connection with shared service agreements being put in place.
 
The Managing Director, noting that he would only ‘comment on ACTEW Corporation, because that is within the remit of the Assembly; what occurs in ActewAGL is a matter for ActewAGL’, stated that no one had received bonuses for the execution of the contract.

Upon further prompting, the Managing Director advised that he was not prepared to answer questions relating to ActewAGL as ‘[i]t is a matter for ActewAGL.

The Acting Minister added ‘for the record that [ActewAGL] is not a government entity’ and that it was ‘a private corporation.’

Upon continued questioning on this matter, the Managing Director reiterated to the Committee that ‘we are not obligated to answer the question’ as ‘[w]e are not a government entity.’

Auditing of Service Agreements

In hearings of 3 July 2017 the Committee considered whether auditing has taken place in connection with either of the two shared service agreements between ActewAGL and Icon Water.

In response to questions, the Managing Director told the Committee that:

With regards to the general review of operating expenses within Icon Water and services provided, reviews are done more broadly across the organisation. For example, we have an array of internal audit services that pick up whole heaps of things. Most of those services are reviewed through ActewAGL. That is the mandate they provide. They have their own regime of reviewing their operating cost base. As you would be aware through the energy business, there has been substantial restructuring as a result of the AER determinations.

The Committee asked why responsibility for auditing would fall to ActewAGL, the provider of the services, and whether internal or external audits of the shared services had been conducted, the Managing Director told the Committee that he could not ‘recall there being an internal or an external audit of the services’, and that he relied ‘upon the respective audit committees of both organisations to broadly cover the governance of both organisations.’

When asked whether management or the executive of Icon Water had recommended to the board or audit committee that contracts over a certain value should be considered by the audit committee, the Managing Director told the Committee:

To my recollection, no, there has not been a general recommendation that contracts over a certain size be looked at by the audit committee. Our internal audit program is set on an annual financial year basis. It is a risk-based program in that we look at all of the matters that might be audited by the program in the next financial year. We look at key controls, key risks and key issues, and then we prioritise the numerous things that could be audited. We then identify those that are most important for our organisation to audit in that coming financial year. For the coming financial year, for example, the services are not included in the audit program because they have not made it on that basis of risk assessment.

ActewAGL Internal Audit Committee Operations
In hearings of 3 July 2017, the Committee asked questions regarding the operation of the Internal Audit Committee of ActewAGL with respect to the service agreements.

As part of this line of questioning, the Committee asked questions as to the composition of the audit committees of Icon Water and ActewAGL.

When asked about the composition of the audit committee for Icon Water, the Managing Director told the Committee that all members of the board of Icon Water were members of its audit committee, with the exception of himself and the Chair of the board.

When asked whether audit committee of ActewAGL conducted an internal audit and provided results to Icon Water, the Managing Director told the Committee that this was not the case, and that Icon Water had ‘members of our board who are on the internal audit committee of ActewAGL.’

When asked whether members of the board of Icon Water who were members of the ActewAGL audit committee were able, under confidentiality agreements and fiduciary responsibilities, were able to pass on the findings of the ActewAGL audit committee to the management of Icon Water, the Managing Director told the Committee ‘[n]o, they do not.’

At this point the General Manager, Business Services, also responded. She told the Committee that in such circumstances ‘they would speak to their ActewAGL colleagues first’:

I would expect our Icon Water directors on ActewAGL would not remain silent if they saw issues at the ActewAGL end that impacted on us. They would take appropriate action to get permissions and have discussions at the ActewAGL end so they could bring that information back.

The Managing Director also made a further response. He told the Committee that:

If there are matters in the ActewAGL audit committee with regards to anything, they are then raised and a full brief is provided by that audit committee back to the board, on which Icon Water has representatives. Those Icon Water board members then provide a brief back to the Icon Water board.

Committee Comment
The Committee considers that more transparency is needed regarding the relationship between Icon Water and ActewAGL.

The Committee wishes to express its concern at the unwillingness of the Managing Director to answer important questions, or to be unclear in answering questions, regarding the operation of Icon Water. Most particularly, the Committee is concerned at a lack of transparency, and a possible lack of due diligence, in connection with agreements for ActewAGL to provide shared services to Icon Water.

The Committee is most concerned at claims by the Managing Director of Icon Water that some questions did not lay within the purview of the Assembly, and that as a result he was within his rights to refuse to answer.

In this regard, the Committee notes ownership arrangements for Icon Water and ActewAGL.
The following information on ActewAGL is provided on its website:

ActewAGL was set up in October 2000 when the Australian Gas Light Company (AGL) and Icon Water Limited (formerly ACTEW Corporation), an ACT Government owned corporation, entered into Australia's first utility joint venture.

The website also states that:

Today ActewAGL is made up of two partnerships.

ActewAGL Retail is owned equally by Icon Water Limited and AGL Energy Ltd via subsidiary companies.

 ActewAGL Distribution is owned equally by Icon Water Limited and Jemena Ltd via subsidiary companies.

In reflecting upon this information, the Committee considers that both Icon Water and ActewAGL represent extensive investments of public money, and that their management has considerable implications for the public good in the ACT. 

The Committee notes that the Chief Minister and the Minister for the Environment and Heritage of the ACT are the sole voting shareholders of Icon Water, and Icon Water has 50 per cent ownership of ActewAGL Retail Partnership and also of ActewAGL Distribution partnership
. 

The Committee notes that the other 50 per cent of these entities are owned, for ActewAGL Retail Partnership, by AGL Energy Ltd, a publicly listed corporation, and for ActewAGL Distribution partnership by Jemena Networks (ACT) Pty Ltd, which is jointly owned by the State Grid Corporation of China and Singapore Power, which are state-owned corporations in China and Singapore respectively.

In light of the substantial stake held by the ACT Government in Icon Water and ActewAGL the Committee considers that questions put to witnesses regarding the operation of Icon Water and ActewAGL are well within the remit of the Assembly and are, in fact, necessary if the Assembly is to discharge itself of its obligations in ensuring transparency and good governance in the ACT.

The Committee also notes a lack of transparency regarding contracts of very significant value for the provision of shared services to Icon Water, which came to light during questioning by the Committee in hearings.

In light of this and matters considered above the Committee makes the following recommendations:
The Committee recommends that ACT Government request advice from the Auditor-General on the constitution and functions of internal audit committees for government agencies and associated entities.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide a full and complete account of Icon Water’s organisational structure and arrangements to the Legislative Assembly, by the end of November 2017.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the Legislative Assembly with full and complete copies of contracts for ActewAGL to provide shared services to Icon Water, by the end of November 2017.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the Legislative Assembly a full and complete account of any bonuses received in connection with contracts for ActewAGL to provide shared services to Icon Water, by the end of November 2017.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government perform research and analysis on contracts for ActewAGL to provide shared services to Icon Water to ensure that best value for money is being achieved as a result of these contracts, consistent with best results if the services were put to market, to be provided to the Legislative Assembly, by the end of December 2017.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide clarification of the relationship between Icon water and ACTEW AGL and in particular how the Assembly can have oversight of these bodies.

Independent Competition and Regulatory Commission

Introduction

The Independent Competition and Regulatory Commission (ICRC) website states that:

The ICRC is a statutory body set up to regulate prices, access to infrastructure services and other matters in relation to regulated industries and to investigate competitive neutrality complaints and government-regulated activities. We also have responsibility for licensing utility services and ensuring compliance with licence conditions.

It also states that objectives for the ICRC are ‘are defined in two principal Acts’, the Independent Competition & Regulatory Commission Act 1997 and the Utilities Act 2000.

Matters Considered
Matters Considered in hearings of 19 June 2017 in connection with the ICRC included:

· anticipated increases in electricity prices;
 and

· a revised tariff structure for water and sewerage.

Key Issues
Anticipated Increases in Electricity Prices 
In hearings of 19 June 2017, the Committee asked questions of the ICRC regarding anticipated increases in electricity prices.

Among other things, the Committee asked what underlying conditions were leading to higher than expected electricity price rises.

In responding to the questions, the Senior Commissioner told the Committee that:

The draft report that we put out had assessed the price rise at that point at approximately 11 per cent. We said at the time that that was likely to go up. That was driven overwhelmingly by the purchase cost for electricity, the wholesale market price. What has happened there is that we have seen the wholesale price of electricity double in about a year. May on May, which is the full year, we saw the wholesale price of electricity increase from just under $50 to around $105 to $110. It was more than $110, depending on the points where you compare the percentage increase.

The Senior Commissioner told the Committee that:

The wholesale purchase cost of electricity is more than 30 per cent of the price of electricity, so that has a big impact. When we estimated the cost at around 11 per cent, we said that if those prices continue to stay where they are, we are going to see significantly higher costs. In fact, they did stay high. So we did see, as expected, higher costs. We were not sure what the number would be, but we knew it would be higher, and it was. It was 18.95 per cent overall, the increase for the year.

The Committee also asked about expectations for electricity prices in the future.

In responding, the Senior Commissioner told the Committee that:

What is going to happen is going to depend on a couple of things. Electricity prices are basically made up of three broad components. The wholesale cost of purchase, the cost of electricity and various other things that go with it, the network costs and the cost of retailing. In respect of the parts of the costs that we have seen so far, the network costs have not changed greatly because there has been an appeal of the AER’s ruling, which has been held up in the Federal Court. The AER has lost that decision and that has gone back to them to review. That will have some consequence when they remake their decision and unfortunately the balance of that is going to be probably some further increase in price.

‘In respect of the wholesale price’, the Senior Commissioner told the Committee, ‘it does depend on what happens over the next 12 months’:

The curve has started to come down, so there will be some reduction, but the additional factor here that we need to explain also is that the way we regulate is that we do not allow all of that 100-plus per cent increase. We have a 23-month rolling average, because if we had allowed all of that increase we would have had much bigger price increases than we have seen. We have actually blunted that increase through the regulation. But that means that as the 23 months roll on, if more of those high prices stay in there and some of the lower prices drop off, you will continue to see similar higher prices. Looking forward, we would need to see some significant reduction in the wholesale market for those prices not to go up again.

The Senior Commissioner went on to say that:

I am not going to speculate about exactly what will happen, but looking at it in the broad you would have to say that the picture looks like prices will stay high for a while unless we see a dramatic fall-off as a result of announcements at the commonwealth level, whatever happens with the Finkel review and these other changes. If we see the wholesale market significantly come off, then it could be a different story.

At this point the Committee asked whether speculation on the national wholesale market was a significant contributor to higher electricity prices.

In responding to the question, the Senior Commissioner told the Committee that:

Whether you call that speculation or what you call it, that pretty much follows what happens in the spot price. The reason the wholesale price goes up is that you have this spot price which settles every half an hour that is run by the market operator. Just to give you an indication, the wholesale prices have gone from around $50 to around $100 at the moment, roughly speaking. The market price, the spot price, could, in previous days, be even negative sometimes, but at peak it can be around $14,000 a megawatt hour. It does not take too long at $14,000 to really cause some damage to retailers and consumers.

The Senior Commissioner went on to say:

When you ask if there is speculation, it is a question of what you mean because the market is designed to allow large variability when you have shortages. What you have is this repeat option—every 30 minutes a settlement—depending on supply and demand conditions in all of the different parts that are locked in. If you have got very hot weather, very cold weather or a breakdown in the interconnection somewhere between the regions, all of those things lead to big spikes in prices and they push up in prices. It can also arise from changes in supply or expected changes in supply, such as the expected change when Hazelwood was about to shut and then when it did shut; that sort of big change. Now there are speculations about where you have the market. I mean, we can argue over the terminology, but it is what has been happening in the market.

When asked whether the ACT Government would receive a greater return as a result of retail price increases for electricity in the ACT,
 the Senior Commissioner told the Committee that, in fact, ‘opposite happened’: 

We cut their margin. Their margin, which was going to be 6.04 per cent has been cut to 5.3 per cent. That was a regulatory decision made by me to cut the margin because of the issue here that the wholesale cost of electricity had gone up. So we decided that some pain had to be shared. There were other arguments, I think, about why we needed to do that as well. So, no, it has not gone up.

Also responding, the Treasurer confirmed that there would be ‘no windfall’ for the ACT Government as a result of present price increases, and nor would there be for ActewAGL.
 

Committee Comment
In consideration of its discussion and deliberation regarding increased utility charges, the Committee makes the following recommendation:
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide an updated cost of living statement, incorporating updated electricity and gas retail prices for the 2017-18 year.

ACT Building and Construction Industry Training Fund Authority

The purpose of the ACT Building and Construction Industry Training Fund Authority (the Authority), as outlined in its 2017-18 Budget Statement of Intent is to provide funding for the training of eligible workers, support the entry of new people into the building and construction industry, an improve the culture and access to training.

The Minister for Higher Education, Training and Research and her officers appeared before the Committee on 30 June 2017 to discuss the Authority’s Statement of Intent.
 

Matters Considered
The Committee considered the following matters:

· the focus of the Authority, with specific reference to asbestos awareness training;

· the projected decrease in funding;
 and

· the Authority’s levy, cash at bank and investment strategy.

Key Issues

Focus and Current Priorities

The Committee requested information about the Authority’s current priorities for training programs, noting the focus on work health and safety training with regard to asbestos over the last couple of years. The CEO of the Authority official advised that the focus on asbestos training was continuing, stating:

Back in 2014, when it was regulated, the whole industry was required to be trained within a three-month period. That was a large spike. It has plateaued since then, but there are still new people entering the industry, people coming from out of town to work here in the ACT that are required to do the training. Approximately 27,000 people have been funded rebates since the asbestos awareness training program was regulated in 2014.
 

The CEO of the Authority clarified that the Authority does not set priorities for industry to follow, but relies upon applications from industry in respect of the training they wish to do. He noted that there had been increased training in the last 12 months in vegetation management and solar PV grid and battery storage.

Projected Decrease in Funding

The Committee noted decreases in funding indicated in the forward years in the Authority’s statement of intent and asked on what those figures were based. The CEO of the Authority official responded:

They are based on advice we receive and based on the fact that obviously the largest project we have had come on board is the construction of stage 1 light rail, which is due to complete around that time in 2018-19.

The Chairman of the Authority added that as the light rail stage 2 progresses, the Authority would revisit the forward estimates in terms of program expenditure. However, the official noted that ‘[g]oing into 2019-20 there would be a modest recognition that the vast majority of people still in construction would have completed most of the safety training’ and unless there were new initiatives in some other sector, they would be likely to see some modest fall-off.
 The Committee confirmed with the officials that the Authority’s funding has increased with the asbestos awareness program and was now returning to historical levels, and this was not about expecting a downturn in the building and construction industry.

Levy, Cash at Bank and Investment Strategy

The Committee asked about the levy for the training fund, and was advised by the Chairman that the levy is set by the government.
 The Minister stated that she had not had any advice that the level of the levy should change.
 The Chairman advised that the levy had been set at a level which had given the Authority the capacity to add to its reserve account each year, but there was no demand for an increase in the levy as ‘[t]here are only so many workers in the industry you can train, and there are only so many workers who can spend a certain about of time out of their job as well.’

The Committee asked about the Authority’s banking arrangements and was informed that the cash at bank was on deposit, consistent with the government’s banking arrangements. The Authority has a policy to never have less in its reserve account than six months’ capacity to operate the Authority and pay all of the funded training programs. In response to a question regarding whether the Authority was required to have a separate bank account or could transfer some cash at bank to another area of the Treasury for better investment, the Minister subsequently advised that the moneys of the fund must be kept separate from all other property of the Authority and must be administered in a way the Minister approved in writing.

6 Health
Introduction

The ACT 2016-17 Budget Statement C states that the Health Directorate ‘partners with the community and consumers for better health outcomes’ by:

· delivering patient and family centred care;

· strengthening partnerships;

· promoting good health and wellbeing;

· improving access to appropriate healthcare; and

· having robust safety and quality systems.

The Health portfolio includes the ACT Local Hospital Network (LHN) which was established under the Health Act 1993, and is administered by the Director-General of the Health Directorate and supported by staff from the Health Directorate.

The ACT LHN receives Activity Based Funding (ABF) from both the Commonwealth and the ACT Governments, and block funding for teaching, training and research. It purchases public hospital services from four ACT public hospital providers:

· Canberra Hospital;

· Calvary Public Hospital;

· Clare Holland House; and

· Queen Elizabeth II Family Centre. 

The Committee met with the Minister for Health, Ms Meegan Fitzharris MLA, along with Health Directorate officials on Thursday, 27 June 2017. Due to the Minister being unwell, the Committee had less time than planned to consider the budget for the Health Directorate. Due to the compressed timeframe and resultant wide ranging questioning, this section of the report is not structured by output class.
Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in the hearing:

· switchboard fire at Canberra Hospital on 5 April 2016;
 

· active mitigation strategy for switchboard risks;

· nurse led walk-in clinics;

· bulk billing grants;

· role of Health Directorate in Drug and Alcohol Courts;

· elective surgery waiting times;

· preventative health strategy;

· role of NGOs in preventative health measures;

· healthy weight initiative, including “It’s your move” program;

· use of BMI as obesity measurement;
 

· youth mental health;

· shortage of psychiatrists;

· contact indicators for mental health clinical services;

· mental health in schools, relationship between Education, Office for Disability and Health Directorate;

· joint policy and operational approach between the Justice and Community Safety Directorate, Corrections and Health Directorate for the Alexander Maconochie Centre (AMC);

· methadone program in the AMC;

· National Efficient Price 2017/18 and national weighted activity unit price;

· interstate transfer;

· debt recovery services;

· aged care services;

· reporting of blood tests that show evidence of cannabis use;

· expanding Hospital in the Home;

· defined benefits superannuation schemes;
 and

· new executive staff.

Key Issues

Switchboards at Canberra Hospital 

The Committee asked the Minister about when she became aware of the problems with the electrical switchboards at Canberra Hospital. The Minister pointed to her statements to the Assembly about this issue. The Minister noted that she was aware of the infrastructure package in the 2016-17 budget that included electrical switchboard upgrades.
 

Officials informed the Committee that there was a system of risk mitigation in place as the switchboards are upgraded. Building 2 has stand-by generators installed. Fall-back and redundancy systems have been installed while the switchboard upgrade is underway.
 The upgrade is underway for building 2 and design and consulting work has begun for building 12.

The Committee asked about processes in ACT Health to ensure that infrastructure and equipment are maintained or reviewed on a regular basis. Officials informed the Committee that in the last 12-18 months there has been an extensive process of examining existing assets. Risk registers have been improved in terms of ‘consolidation, stratification and identification of risk.’

Elective Surgery Waiting Lists
The Committee asked about the strategies that can be used to reduce elective surgery waiting lists. Officials noted that they are:
currently exploring the time that we start theatres, the turnaround time for patients between cases and how we use each of the allocated times, both in the planned and unplanned theatre suites, so that we are maximising each of the session times for patient throughput.

The Minister noted the impact of the “blitz” on elective surgery waiting times over the last 18 months. The long wait list has gone from 1,442 patients on 30 September 2015 to 292 as of 31 March 2017. The “blitz” involved using increased capacity in theatres, weekend work and working with private providers to achieve the reduction.
 
Preventative Health Strategy
The Committee asked the Minister about the Preventative Health Strategy. 
 The Minister told the Committee that the strategy will build on existing work already done and focuses on ‘what we know is a growing burden of chronic disease on the population.’
 The Minister told the Committee that a stakeholder forum was held in April 2017, and the next step is to engage directly with the community around preventative health, and about what measures they think might be successful.

The Minister also told the Committee that local industry is onboard and recently participated in a program where local businesses undertook a trial, finding that it is not bad for business to promote healthy food choices in their venues. 
 The Minister acknowledged that there is work happening at the national level around labelling of foods, in particular added sugar and “as prepared” labelling on food packaging and that it is a matter that will be discussed amongst food ministers later in the year.

The Committee then asked about the healthy weight initiative and levels of obesity in the ACT.
 The Minister told the Committee that the findings from 2016 showed fewer kids are drinking sugary drinks, more kids are walking and cycling to school, lots of people—kids and adults included—are eating enough fruit but not enough vegetables.
 The Chief Health Officer told the Committee:

This is the first time anywhere in Australia we have been able to reverse the decrease in riding and walking to school in the primary school age group. In the report that was launched today there is evidence for the first time that we are actually not tracking the same way as every other jurisdiction in that age group in terms of active travel to school but in fact we have reversed it. 

In relation to children, the Minister told the Committee about the “It’s your move” program for high school students. It involves schools competing against each other to make a pitch to a shark tank for a healthy program idea, and the winning school gets $1,500 to develop the program. 

Finally, the Committee noted how broad “preventative health” sounds and asked if there was a clear definition. 
 The Chief Health Officer agreed that it is a broad term
 and the Minister told the Committee that ‘the preventative health strategy will be quite specific on our key risk factors, in particular looking at the impact it has in terms of heart disease and diabetes for a start.’

National Efficient Price and National Weighted Activity Units

The Committee asked about the National Efficient Price for the Canberra Hospital for this coming financial year.

The Independent Hospital Pricing Authority website explains the National Efficient Price as follows:
Independent Hospital Pricing Authority publishes an annual National Efficient Price (NEP) Determination for public hospital services for each coming financial year. The NEP underpins Activity Based Funding (ABF) across Australia for Commonwealth funded public hospital services.

The NEP has two key purposes. The first is to determine of the amount of Commonwealth Government funding for public hospital services, and the second is to provide a price signal or benchmark about the efficient cost of providing public hospital services.

The Director-General told the Committee that ‘the National Efficient Price is set by the national body. And then we have an ACT price. It is a cost, not a price, the National Efficient Price attaching to Canberra. They are two separate issues.’

The Committee heard that the National Efficient Price which relates to major metropolitan hospitals is $4,910.
 The Committee asked why that information was not included in the Budget Papers and the Minister suggested that it could be considered in future Budget Papers.

The Committee then asked what price the National Weighted Activity Unit is.
 The Committee heard that it is complex as:

the national weighted activity units in outpatients are a very small percentage, maybe less than one per cent, of National Weighted Activity Units. And each of those then has got a cost weight to them, whether it is a doctor clinic, a nurse clinic, an allied health clinic or a group clinic. When you see 28,411 weighted activity units, it is made up of tens of thousands. Each of those clinics would have completely different costings.

The Minister told the Committee that the Directorate would attempt to provide breakdowns to the Committee on notice, noting that the cost incurred by the ACT is above the National Efficient Price, which is what the Commonwealth will pay, but that is the same for most jurisdictions in Australia. 
 The Committee then asked about how the money is paid by the Commonwealth. The Committee heard that an estimate is made drawn down monthly. 

The Committee then heard that the ACT Health cost for 2017-18 combining both Calvary and the Canberra Hospital is $6,282. Canberra Hospital is at $6,600, and Calvary is slightly under, at $5,258.

Committee Comment

The Committee considers that greater information surrounding the National Efficient Price and National Weighted Activity Unit should be included in budget papers to allow appropriate analysis of the cost of operating health services in the ACT. 
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensure that future Budget Papers include the National Efficient Price for the provision of health services.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensure accountability indicators include the cost of care as well as National Weighted Activity Units for each accountability item and for each hospital.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensure future Budget Papers provide an explanation of National Weighted Activity Units for the provision of health services.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government update the ACT Legislative Assembly on the issues that cause a deviation from the National Efficient Price by November each year.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government regularly update the ACT Legislative Assembly on measures to, and progress on, narrowing the gap between the National Efficient Price and ACT-wide cost of care.

Healthcare at the Alexander Maconochie Centre (AMC)
The Committee asked about coordination between Health and Corrections at the AMC. Officials informed the Committee that operational health policy was determined by Health in consultation with Corrections.
 The Committee asked about methadone administration at the AMC health centre and whether detainees are supervised to prevent them secreting or regurgitating the methadone. Officials acknowledged that the increasing number of detainees had impacted the observation capacity of Corrections and Health to monitor methadone patients. Over the past year the original policy has been reinstated whereby for the first six days of a detainee’s methadone program they have it administered in the health centre and are observed for up to half an hour afterwards.

The Committee asked about the administration of Suboxone, which is administered in a more easily diverted form. Officials informed the Committee that the relative benefits of methadone or Suboxone was a clinical decision. Due to the easily diverted nature of Suboxone it is only available to detainees who were receiving a course of it prior to entering the AMC and then only for the first two weeks of their detention.
 

The Committee asked about detainees with a crystal methamphetamine addiction. Officials informed the Committee that methadone only worked for opiate addiction and that meth addiction was treated with sedatives or relaxants. The incidence of poly drug use and poly addictions is high requiring complex treatment.

The Committee notes that this subject was also raised within the Corrections portfolio on 23 June 2017 and taken on notice.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes that due to the short hearing a number of significant topics were only discussed briefly, or were the subject of Questions Taken on Notice. In reflection of this, the Committee makes the following recommendations in relation to areas not covered by significant discussion:

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government review the accountability indicators for Output 1.4 (Cancer Services) to cover more services than breast screening services alone, and that they include more meaningful background information and longer-term targets.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide a plan to the Legislative Assembly for how the Surgical Procedures Interventional Radiology and Emergency Centre will be built and opened by 2023.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government update the ACT Legislative Assembly on progress on establishment of the Office of Mental Health by the last sitting day in September 2017.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government report to the Assembly twice per year on the progress being made on, and specific outcomes achieved by, the directorate-wide reform agenda currently headed by the Director of Quality.

7 Justice and Community Safety Directorate
Introduction

The Budget Statements for 2017-18 state that:

The Justice and Community Safety Directorate (the Directorate) seeks to maintain a fair, safe and peaceful community in the ACT where people’s rights and interests are respected and protected. This is achieved through the objectives of:

maintaining the rule of law and the Westminster style of democratic government;

promoting the protection of human rights in the Territory;

providing effective offender management and opportunities for rehabilitation;

protecting and preserving life, property and the environment;

providing for effective and cohesive emergency response and management; and

driving coordination across government of services to promote safer families.
To support the achievement of its objectives, the Directorate aims to improve service delivery to government and the community to ensure it continues to meet community needs into the future. 

The following output classes were considered:
· Output 1: Justice Services

· Output 1.1: Policy Advice, Safer Families and Justice Programs

· Output 1.2: Legal Services to Government

· Output 1.3: Legislative Drafting and Publishing Services

· Output 1.4: Public Prosecutions

· Output 1.5: Protection of Rights

· Human Rights Commission

· Justice, Consumer Affairs and Road Safety responsibilities
· Output 2: Corrective Services

· ACT Gambling and Racing Commission

· Output 3: Courts and Tribunal

· Output 4: Emergency Services

· ACT Policing 

· Legal Aid Commission

· Public Trustee and Guardian

Policy Advice, Safer Families and Justice Programs

Matters Considered 

Policy Advice and Justice Program

The Committee discussed the following Policy Advice and Justice Program issues with the Attorney-General, Mr Gordon Ramsay MLA:

· services for victims of domestic violence;
 

· accountability indicators;

· community legal centres;
 and 

· street law and outreach.

Domestic and Family Violence

The Committee discussed the following issues with the Minster for the Prevention of Domestic and Family Violence, Ms Yvette Berry MLA, in this output class:

· progress on development of a Family Safety Hub including better integration of services and access to specialised expertise for mainstream services;

· engagement with community sector and across ACT Government;

· accommodation options for people fleeing violent relationships;

· Safer Family Grants;

· options for measuring program outcomes;

· Room for Change initiative;

· assistance for unrepresented people including implementation of the Family Violence Act and building worker capability working with people affected by domestic and family violence;
 and
· primary prevention initiatives and awareness raising.

Key Issues

Accountability Indicators

The Committee asked about how accountability indicators are developed. In particular the Committee asked about the 92 per cent target for the accountability indicator “Percentage of legislation requested by the JACS portfolio ministers is developed within timeframes agreed by the JACS portfolio ministers”.

Officials noted that the percentage chosen aimed for nine out of ten bills being prepared on time and the one failure to reflect a pragmatic assessment of the possibility of competing priorities preventing timely completion.
 

Committee Comment
The Committee understands that competing pressures may cause delays and prevent 100 per cent achievement of timeliness but questions whether this should result in reduced targets rather than explanations in annual reports as to why a target was not met. If a target simply reflects what is generally achieved it ceases to have any aspirational or motivational value.

The Committee recommends that the Justice and Community Safety Directorate publish the reasoning behind the setting of accountability indicators.
Safer Families

The Committee asked the Minster for details of the key primary prevention and early intervention measures for family safety funded in the ACT Budget 2017-18.
 The Coordinator-General for Family Safety advised that raising awareness was one of the most significant investments. She advised that: 
Having awareness raised and actually promoting across the whole community a conversation about domestic and family violence is a critical part of prevention. We have got to get to the point where people feel that they can actually raise their experience and that will be responded to appropriately. Bringing the experience of family violence in a whole range of different parts of our community into the open is critical because I think a lot of people think, “It is not happening here.” But we know that it can happen to any part of our community. That is an important part of the conversation. The awareness raising is an important part of starting the prevention.
 

The Committee heard details of the how the ACT Government is investing the Safer Families Levy including the Family Safety Hub pilot.
 The Minister advised that:
The hub will link existing support services in the ACT to ensure those who need it get seamless, integrated and holistic support when they need it. We are very conscious that we need to get that right, and that is why the design of the hub was co-designed with the input of front-line and client perspectives across government and community.

The Family Safety Hub design is focused on the most vulnerable cohorts and further design work has started in July 2017 developing options for the hub. 

The Committee was also advised that the Coordinator-General is ‘leading ‘work across government to improve awareness and understanding and capability of our front-line workforce to respond to family violence.’

The Committee heard about the Safer Families Grants program:

...which is a $2,000 grant and fast‑tracked access to the rental bonds loan scheme to support women and children who have the capacity to move into another private rental so that may take some of the pressure off the crisis services. 

The Minister also outlined the Room For Change initiative as follows:

...initiatives like room for change, are another way where we are making sure that families can stay safely at home. A perpetrator who might be at risk of committing violence can leave the home and get support; and the family and the children can stay at home rather than have to leave or go and seek crisis accommodation.

That the ACT Government support specific primary and secondary prevention strategies to tackle the root causes of family and personal violence.

That the ACT Government establish accountability targets for specific prevention and early intervention measures relating to family and personal violence and report on these to the Assembly quarterly.

That the ACT Government provide a detailed breakdown of expenditures in the Safer Families package, clearly identifying funds used for prevention and early intervention and those used for crisis response.

Legal Services to Government

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· role of ACT Government Solicitor;

· ACT Government Solicitor representing MLAs;
 and

· Model Litigant Guidelines and Calderbank offers.

Legislative Drafting and Publishing Services

Matters Considered 

The Committee did not pursue any line of questioning on this issue.
Public Prosecutions

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· inadequate resourcing of the Office of Public Prosecutions;

· resourcing requirements;

· flow on effects of resourcing shortfall;

· funding for the Eastman case;
 and
· bail review laws.

Key Issues

Funding for the DPP

At the hearing of 23 June 2017, the Committee questioned the adequacy of current resourcing for the Director of Public Prosecutions. It was advised that the increased funding provided in the 2017-18 ACT Budget is not sufficient to cover anticipated resourcing needs.

The Director of Public Prosecutions (DPP), Mr Jon White, advised that the increase provides for a single grade four prosecutor which ‘goes nowhere near meeting the needs of the office’, particularly in the context of continuing efficiency measures.

The Committee heard that the DPP’s funding needs to reflect the flow-on effects of other investments including the appointment of an additional judge, more police officers and additional jury rooms in the new Supreme Court.
 The DPP noted that:

There is a wonderful initiative to build a very modern courtroom; it will increase the efficiency of the criminal justice system greatly, but as presently resourced we will not be able to fully meet the capacity.

To work within current resources, the Committee heard that the DPP must make compromises including selection of cases as well as compromises to the level of preparation and degree of expertise brought to cases.
 The DPP emphasised that ‘If an appropriate level of resourcing is not given to my office, the standard of prosecutions will suffer.’
 The Committee also heard that, ultimately, working in an environment where resource pressures are always present could affect staff morale.

The Committee was advised that the DPP would require around a 20 per cent increase in funding to adequately meet current service requirements.
 The DPP requires an increase in the number of personnel to cover all the courts but also the ability to attract prosecutors at a higher level, which is difficult on the current pay scales.
 Noting the now more complex prosecution environment, the DPP stated:
We find great difficulty attracting people with our current structure. We grow excellent prosecutors. I am very proud of the job that they do and I have to say that the staff at the moment are of a very high standard, but I also have to say that we do have difficulty attracting people appropriately qualified at high levels.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes other areas of the Justice/Corrections system have had additional resourcing such as the courts, Corrections and ACT Policing. 

The Committee also notes resource pressures currently being experienced by the DPP and believes there is a valid argument for ensuring the DPP’s funding enables it to meet increasing prosecution service requirements to a high standard. The Committee particularly notes the increased workload for the DPP likely to arise from other associated investments in the criminal justice system. 
In light of the DPP’s comments in committee hearings, and his comment in the 2015-16 DPP Annual Report that resources in his office have reached ‘critical level’,
 the Committee believes that efficiency dividends should not be applied to the office of the DPP.
The Committee recommends that Office of the ACT Director of Public Prosecutions be excluded from the application of the efficiency dividend, and that all programs in this area be maintained or expanded as required to achieve the stated policy outcome.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government seek submissions from the ACT Director of Public Prosecutions as to the funding required to attract and retain senior prosecutors and special provision be applied to achieve this aim. 
The Committee recommends that the ACT Director of Public Prosecutions be authorised to prepare and present its own budget submissions, independent of the Justice and Community Safety Directorate. 

Bail Review Laws

The Committee enquired about the use of new bail review laws and heard that the relevant provisions had not yet been invoked.
 The DPP advised:
The legislation that we were ultimately burdened with in relation to this is fairly complex. It was not exactly, by any means, the model that we had supported. But the model that we have requires an indicative notice to be given during the court hearing if the prosecution is anticipating possibly exercising the review power. That indicative notice has been given a couple of times. It was first given, as you say, Ms Le Couteur, very soon after the onset of the legislation. An indicative notice has been given on one other occasion. But on no occasions has the DPP gone forward with the review. 
The DPP further noted his desire for a review of the bail laws to take place:

I think there was a commitment, for the former legislation to be under review. I am hoping that those issues can be taken care of and that a more workable arrangement can be come to.

The Human Rights Commissioner advised the Committee that the UK has similar provisions and a Human Rights Act.

The Victims of Crime Commissioner told the Committee that he supported the bill. He said:

I think the fact that it has not been used is an indication that the intent is that it is used only in exceptional circumstances, for serious matters. A lot of domestic violence offences and bail hearing decisions are very risky decisions, as we all know. For that purpose, I think we should give it a run and see how it plays out.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes that it is unclear whether Bail Review legislation is under active review.

In light of calls from the Prime Minister for nationwide review, the Committee recommends that the ACT Government undertake a full review of the operation of bail laws in the ACT, and update the Assembly by the last sitting day in 2017.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government start collecting information and statistics on offences committed by those who were subject to either bail or parole orders.

Justice, Consumer Affairs and Road Safety

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues portfolio:

· Vision Zero;

· reducing recidivism;

· justice reinvestment – place based, point in the system, cohort;

· Discrimination Amendment Act 2016;

· policy relating to prostitution and industry oversight;

· accountability indicators for Victims Support ACT;

· Directorate efficiency savings;

· ACT Government influence on fuel pricing;
 
· progress on the ACT Government commitment on civil unions and marriage equality;

· discrimination claims;

· increased funding for the Public Advocate;

· introduction of ride sharing reforms, expansion of the ride sharing market, impact on transport including the taxi industry and evaluation;
 and
· Directorate savings from reduction in executive salaries, redirection to frontline services and review of structural changes.
 
Key Issues

Directorate Efficiency Dividends
The Committee asked about the $4.9 million in efficiency savings the Directorate is required to make over the next four years and which areas those savings would be coming from.
 The Director-General advised that:
It represents less than 0.3 per cent in 2017-18 of our whole JACS appropriation and approximately 0.5 per cent of our appropriation over four years. So when you put it into that context, it is relatively modest, I guess, for a large portfolio. It will be distributed across all of our portfolios, all of the output classes. There will be a range of initiatives. In the main they are things like reduction in supplies and services expenses, and contractors’ consulting expenses. There will be some benefits that we will realise from investments that we are making currently in new ICT systems and re-engineering of business processes and vacancy management.

The Director-General further advised that:

...we are not cutting frontline services. There will be a range across the different business units. All of the business units have identified different ways they will meet the savings. In some of those there will be reductions in their supply and services expenses that they have identified.

On notice, the Attorney-General provided a breakdown of the allocation of efficiencies across the Directorate’s portfolio:

The 2017-18 Budget initiative 'Smart government spending- Portfolio efficiencies’ represents less than 0.3per cent of the 2017-18 Budget funding and approximately 0.43per cent of government funding to the Justice and Community Services (JACS) Directorate over the four year period from 2017-18 to 2020-21. The current breakdown of the allocation of the $4.9m JACS Directorate portfolio efficiencies by business unit and percentage of the estimated business unit appropriation is outlined below:

[image: image1.png]Saving taregt % of BU total
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Business Units (BU) ($'000) over4 years'
Legislation, Policy and Programs 253 0.51%
Safer Families” 16 0.32%
’Eecurity & Emergency Management 41 0.41%
Branch
Crime Prevention 12 0.57%
Government Solicitors Office 172 0.57%
Parliamentary Counsels Office 92 0.58%
Director of Public Prosecutions 228 0.53%
Human Rights Commission 166 0.55%
Corrective Services 240 0.10%
ACT Law Courts & Tribunal 400 0.23%
Emergency Services Agency 2,453 0.56%
Corporate & Other 817 0.89%
JACS Directorate 4,890 0.43%

Note:

1. This s indicative % only as internal budget allocation by BU is currently being finalised.

2. From 3 July 2017, the Office for the Coordinator-General for Safer Families will move to the Community Services Directorate (CSD). As
a result, this business unit will transfer to CSD.




The Directorate will monitor the implementation of the portfolio efficiencies over the four year period and may adjust business unit allocations based on financial performance and government priorities in the outyears.

The Directorate has achieved progressive savings and efficiencies since 2010-11. In 2016-17, the cumulative total of these savings and efficiencies for the Directorate was approximately $21m. The step-up in the prior year savings to be achieved in 2017-18 is approximately $1.5 m including Smarter, Modern, and Strategic (SMS) Procurement and ICT related efficiencies.

The Directorate has also received significant new initiative funding over this period resulting in an overall net increase in government appropriation from 2010-11 to 
2017-18.

The Committee asked if there would be any reductions in FTE positions as a result of the efficiency dividends and was advised that:
There may be some reductions in employee expenses. At this stage we are still working through that. There may be a reclassification of positions in some instances. That will be something we will work through with the unions in the particular cases.

The Director-General further advised that job cuts had not currently been identified and would try to be avoided. She noted that if job cuts were identified as the best way to achieve those efficiencies they would have to ‘work through that with the relevant area and the relevant union.’

Committee Comment

The Committee is concerned that the efficiency dividend could affect service delivery and staffing.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government commit to transparent and accurate record keeping in terms of staffing numbers across the ACT Public Service.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government report in the budget on the number of potentially excess staff resulting from budget measures or machinery of government changes.
Protection of Rights

Human Rights Commission

The 2017-18 ACT Budget outlines the role of the Human Rights Commission as follows:

The ACT Human Rights Commission, now including the Public Advocate of the ACT and Victim Support ACT, protects the rights of vulnerable members of the community. The Commission provides community engagement, information, support and/or advice in relation to the roles and functions of their Commissioners, including how members of the community can access and protect their rights. Additionally, as required under the Human Rights Act 2004, the Directorate seeks to ensure that all legislation is compatible with human rights.

The Committee considered the following issues in relation to the Human Rights Commission:

· lessons learnt from structural changes to the Commission and strategic planning;

· operational review required under the Human Rights Commission Act;

· efficiency dividend and Human Rights Commission savings;
 and
· community engagement activities by the Human Rights Commissioner.

Key Issues

Executive Expenses

The Committee enquired about savings in executive salaries arising from the merger of the Human Rights Commission with the Public Advocate of the ACT and Victim Support ACT.
The Executive Director, Legislation, Policy and Programs, advised the Committee that:

Basically, after 11 months of operation, the proportion has reduced to approximately 12 per cent. That was for executive salaries. We have reduced the overall percentage of executive salaries. It had originally been anticipated to be 11 per cent, but part of that was the Remuneration Tribunal, and it did not take the government’s advice on the level of salary. It set the remuneration for the commissioner slightly higher than anticipated. But there have been efficiencies from the new model, and it is clear already that resources have been better directed in the new structure and the commission.

The Committee also heard that a legislative review of the new structure was required after two years of operations, so was due in 12 months time.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes that the previous Minister’s stated goal was to see an increase of front line services in the merged rights protections bodies.

Additionally, the previous Minister’s assessment was that ‘a quarter’ of the costs of these agencies were executive salaries, and that the restructure had a stated goal of seeing an ‘11 per cent reduction’ in executive salaries in the rights protections bodies.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the Assembly with updated figures on the executive expenses of the newly merged structure of the Human Rights Commission before the end of the last sitting period in August 2017.

Corrective Services

Matters Considered 

The Committee discussed the following issues in this output class at the hearing on 23 June 2017 with the Acting Minister for Corrections, Mr Gordon Ramsay MLA:

· post-release care programs including the Extended Through Care program and mandated programs;

· rise in numbers of female detainees, current accommodation provisions and expansion options including possible use of the Symonston facility;

· access for female detainees to industry programs within the Alexander Maconochie Centre (AMC);

· expansion of industry programs;

· day work release, transitional release and paid work release;

· Commonwealth prison to work project and prison in-service program;

· accreditation of skills training through industry programs;

· Moss Review implementation and creation of an inspectorate of custodial services;

· development of the AMC centre-logic review; positive lifestyle changes for prisoners;

· rehabilitation programs and overarching framework including employment programs, expansion of prison industries and extended through care;

· land constraints and new facilities at AMC including bakery, laundry, recreational centre and new accommodation.

Key Issues

Extended Throughcare Program

The Committee heard from the Acting Minster that the Extended Through-Care Program is a voluntary program for detainees at the AMC that:
aims to reduce the territory’s rate of recidivism by providing support to detainees re‑entering the community from custody. Through-care participants are assisted with basic needs like opening bank accounts, sourcing appropriate accommodation, arranging health care and developing pro‑social connections. The extended through-care program is offered to all females released from the AMC. This includes both remand and sentenced female detainees. Currently only sentenced males are offered through-care program support.
 
The Acting Minister further advised that:

ACT Corrective Services engaged the social policy research centre based at the University of New South Wales to evaluate the extended through-care pilot program. The evaluation was completed in March 2016 and found positive outcomes. These include reduced rates of return to custody and those who do return to custody are remaining in the community for longer periods. 

An area highlighted for improvement is engaging with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander men. Reducing the overrepresentation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in our prison is a critical commitment for the ACT Government. The government recognises the need to do more with Indigenous service providers and the community if we are to reduce the overrepresentation in our criminal justice system. 
 
The Committee was advised that:

The ACT Government has provided recurrent funding of $5.347 million in the 2017‑18 budget for the through-care program as a result of its demonstrated success. This includes an additional fulltime equivalent as the transitional coordination officer to focus on supports for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander clients. This position will have a key focus on enhancing engagement with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander offenders and families in support of the commitment to reduce the overrepresentation. 

Committee Comment

The Committee notes funding for the Extended Throughcare Program will be used to employ and identify transitional care or support workers who will take a key role working with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander detainees. The Committee believes it is important for the ACT Government to measure and monitor the results of this investment.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government set targets for, and report on, the number of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander participants in the Throughcare program.

Accommodation for Female Detainees at AMC
Noting a significant rise in the number of female detainees at the Alexander Maconochie Centre, the Committee enquired about the current female accommodation provisions and options for expansion.
 On notice, the Committee was provided with the following accommodation statistics and advice:

	Accommodation Area
	Total Number of Beds in Unit
	Number of Beds Accommodated by Female Detainees

	Women’s Sentenced Cottage 1 
	12 
	12

	Women’s Remand Cottage 1 
	12 
	10

	Women’s Remand Cottage 2 
	6
	 5

	Management Unit 
	14
	 10

	Health Unit 
	4 
	4

	Total
	48
	41


a)
The Management Unit has a total of fourteen cells with one single cell bed in each cell. As of 27 June 2017 there were ten women accommodated in the Management Unit.

This unit is only being used to accommodate female detainees. ACT Corrective Services received funding in the 2017-18 budget to conduct a feasibility study into the future accommodation needs of the AMC, including accommodation needs specific to female detainees.

b)
The Health Care Unit contains two cells both of which accommodate two detainees. Each bed is a single 'hospital' style bed. As of 27 June 2017, there were four women accommodated in the Health Unit with two women in each cell. Every cell in this unit has a bathroom area with sink, toilet and shower.

The Committee further asked about contingencies for increases in female detainee numbers over the short term
 and heard that there was potential use of the Symonston facility or repurposing accommodation elsewhere within the AMC.

Regarding accommodation options in the longer term, the Committee was advised that there are plans to operate other accommodation but the Directorate is working through options to decide whether that accommodation would be within the AMC or external to the campus.
 The Committee also heard that the government funded a feasibility study earlier this year for the Directorate to start looking at future accommodation needs for detainees as well as wider prison campus planning.

Committee Comment
The Committee is concerned that there is no plan to address the lack of dedicated accommodation for women at the AMC, particularly if additional short term increases in female detainee numbers are experienced.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government immediately address the lack of dedicated accommodation in the Alexander Maconochie Centre for the growing number of women detainees.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government advise the Assembly as to any plans for expanding or altering the accommodation of the Alexander Maconochie Centre for women detainees.

Industry Programs for Women at AMC

The Committee enquired about the expansion of industry programs to women at the AMC and was advised that it was under consideration.
 
 Mr Jon Peach, Executive Director, ACT Corrective Services advised:
One of the real beauties we have in the current planning in regards to female detainees is that if we were to move them, one of the options would be to secure almost full employment for female detainees by using the bakery as a main purpose of employment. If we were to operate that on two shifts at full employment, that would take it to 40 female detainees in employment. Of course, you then have different issues around education et cetera that would be provided in self-containment as well.

Committee Comment

The Committee is concerned that there are currently no industry programs for female detainees at the AMC and that all existing industry programs are only serving the prison itself.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government implement, as a matter of priority, industry and educational programs for the women detainees in the Alexander Maconochie Centre.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensures that access to training and support programs for female detainees at in the Alexander Maconochie Centre is at least equal to that of the male detainees.
Courts and Tribunal

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· drivers of cost increases;

· courts construction project;

· penalties for delays in completing courts construction project;

· backlog of criminal cases;

· DRUG and alcohol court;
 and

· Wi-fi and electronic lodgement in the courts.

Key Issues

Courts Construction Project

The Committee asked about the significant increase in the appropriation for this output. Officials informed the Committee that this reflected the move to the new facilities. The accounting for the PPP had come into the budget as an ongoing cost. The PPP interest expense is $5.3 million and the operating impacts are $4.2 million.

Officials informed the Committee that the contractor on the courts construction project has advised the government that they are unlikely to meet the scheduled completion date of November 2017 and are instead targeting completion by the end of 2017. The project is being closely monitored to assess when the government will be able to take possession of the first stage of the works. Under the PPP, monthly service charges are only payable once the facility is available so delays represent a significant revenue loss to the contractor.

The Committee recommends that the Attorney-General provide the ACT Legislative Assembly with an update on progress of the courts construction project by the last sitting day in August 2017.

Drug and Alcohol Court

The Committee noted the $400,000 allocated in the budget for the scoping and design of a drug and alcohol court. The Attorney-General noted that the establishment of a drug and alcohol court was agreed to by the government as part of the parliamentary agreement.
 Officials informed the Committee that Justice Burns from the Supreme Court had established a working group which included representatives of the Directorate (including Corrections), Legal Aid, the Director of Public Prosecutions and Health. The group is visiting and researching different models across Australia. A model will be set out as the basis for consultation and then a more detailed proposal, including costs, will go to government.

Officials told the Committee that there is strong evidence for the effectiveness of such courts. Drug and alcohol courts may take longer to process cases but can reduce the number of people coming back into the system.

Emergency Services

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· operational staffing numbers and reforms to executive structures.

· fire-fighter recruit college;

· progress of the Women in Emergency Services Strategy;

· peer support programs;

· bushfire risk assessments including Dr Sharples’ report on Ginninderry;

· ESA technology for fire fighting in tall building and building fire safety requirements;

· technical issues with the Bronto appliance and plans for procurement of a second aerial pumping appliance;

· ESA policy around portable toilets provisions for fire fighters during fire fighting operations;

· Respect and Dignity program and upgrades to ESA facilities to better accommodate female staff;
 and
· SES large recruitment round to fast-track recruit training.

Key Issues

Portable Toilet Provision and Facility Upgrades
The Committee asked about the provision, and improvement, of facilities to better accommodate female staff in ESA including provision of portaloos during emergency incidents.

The Minister advised:

The Emergency Services Agency does already have procedures in place for providing portable toilets during an emergency incident where practical. Nonetheless, I have asked ESA to consider the availability of portable facilities for women in the event of a bushfire and to review the current procedures to ensure that the most suitable and practical approach is being adopted for this particular issue. 

We have an internal working group including officers from each of the emergency services. That has been established to develop the whole-of-organisation standard procedure, which will soon be finalised, to strengthen those procedures that are currently in place with each of the emergency services agencies. Those procedures will be given to the incident controllers to ensure that that occurs. But it has already started. At the Hume fire that you would have seen reported in the media just the other day, a portaloo was provided as part of the operation. 

The Committee also heard about other improvements under the ESA’s Respect and Dignity program as part of the Women in Emergency Services strategy, including upgrades to rural fire stations and SES stations.

Committee Comment

The Committee believes that ESA should advise the Assembly on the progress of the Respect and Dignity initiatives and therefore recommends that:

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government report to the Assembly on the new organisational standard procedure on providing portable toilets and other sanitation and health basics at fire sites.

‘Operational’ Staffing
The Committee asked about the number of office-based workers in ESA as well as clarification on ESA’s definition of ‘operational’ in relation to staffing.

On notice, the Minister advised the following:
The 2009 Victorian Bushfires Royal Commission Final Report (the Report) provides key insights into bushfire safety policy. Specifically, page five of the Report states" ... if the initial attack fails to contain a fire, the operational focus and mindset of fire agencies should move to providing information and attending to community safety rather than fire suppression".

The Emergency Services Agency considers all staff to be operational and continues to analyse reviews and reports from other jurisdictions to maintain best practice and lessons learnt from incidents. In effect, an ESA staff either provides direct frontline emergency service capability, or directly supports the delivery of frontline emergency service capability.

The view that all ESA staff are operational, is consistent with statements made in the Report. During an emergency incident, when the ESA is operational, all staff are able to provide assistance in protecting life, property, and the environment. This includes providing relevant and timely information to the community.

A full copy of the Report is available at http://www.royalcommission.vic.gov.au/finaldocume_nts/summary/PF/VBRC Summary PF.pdf.

Aerial Pumping Appliance

The Committee enquired about the equipment available to ESA to evacuate people from, and fight tall-building fires. It heard that the Bronto was the main aerial appliance, which works up to 44 metres, however building sprinkler systems and fire retardant building materials were also of significance.

The Committee was also advised about plans for an additional aerial pumper to be procured for the ESA. This purchase is in the early stages of analysis for determining the type of pumper with the aim of bringing forward a budget bid for 2018-19 for the appliance. 
 

The Minister advised that it would likely be a two-year process for the appliance to be operational. 
 
Regarding operation of the Bronto, the Minister also advised on notice that: 
Since 1 July 2016, the Bronto has had maintenance and repairs undertaken on 48 days, totalling 312.4 hours. During this period the ACT Fire & Rescue (ACTF&R} Bronto was not available for immediate response; however, wherever possible the Bronto is available for a delayed response during maintenance or repair and an additional ACTF&R vehicle is staffed by the Bronto crew to support an increased weight of attack response to incidents.
During all preventative maintenance, and where possible during unscheduled maintenance, each task is completed in sequences to allow the Bronto to be quickly reassembled and respond to confirmed triple zero calls. This minimises any period of delay in availability and avoids the need to procure a replacement vehicle.
The Government is committed to providing an additional aerial pumper appliance during the term of this Assembly. The Government is taking advice from the ACT Emergency Services Agency on the most appropriate way to progress this important initiative and will make announcements in due course.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government advise the Assembly as to the timeline for the Emergency Services Agency to acquire a fully operational aerial pumper, a crew to operate the aerial pumper, and an estimated budget.

Bushfire Prone Areas

The Committee asked about bushfire risk assessments for Ginninderry and the analysis provided in a report prepared by Dr Jason Sharples.
 

In response, the Minister advised the following:

...in our preparation for planning for new estates that could go near bushfire-prone areas the ESA works very strongly with our planning directorate and uses the most up-to-date data available for it. I mentioned when we did some media on this just the other day the work our MAPS team does in looking at dynamic work of fires on the ground, including fuel load and direction of fires, especially in regard to where they are operating near built-up areas.

In response to questions on whether Dr Sharples’ report will be considered before further work takes place, the Minister also advised that:

In a planning sense we think it is opportune to have a look at the report and see whether there is new evidence that would change our mind about the opportunity for development in that area. As I said, though, we have been looking at new data as we go forward with new technologies looking at bushfire mapping and the dynamic activity of bushfires. That has been feeding into our decision-making regarding planning as well.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government works with the owners of the Ginninderry development and Dr Jason Sharples to reassess the bushfire risk at the Ginninderry site and undertake the necessary planning adjustments in response to the findings of Dr Sharples’ 2017 report.
ACT Gambling and Racing Commission

The ACT Gambling and Racing Commission Statement of Intent 2017-18 states:

In December 2014 it was announced that a number of regulatory functions across the ACT Government, including gambling regulation, would be brought together to create Access Canberra. In August 2016 an agreement between Access Canberra and the Commission on “the provision of services for the administration of the gaming laws including the control, supervision and regulation of gaming and racing in the ACT” (the Agreement) was executed.

The Agreement states that the GRC will commission work from Access Canberra to fulfil its obligations under the Control Act, and satisfy its objectives through the Access Canberra Accountability Commitment and as outlined in the 2014​2018 Strategic Plan, the 2016​17 Statement of Intent and the Gambling and Racing compliance framework. 

Access Canberra acknowledges the responsibilities of the Commission as a statutory authority including those specified in the Control Act, other gaming laws, and the Commission’s Statement of Intent. Access Canberra provides staff and support to the Commission on a purchase service agreement to enable the Commission to meet its responsibilities and obligations.

The Committee discussed Gambling and Racing matters further with the Minister for Regulatory Services on Monday, 26 June 2016 (See Chapter 5: CMTEDD - Access Canberra for matters considered at that hearing, relevant recommendations and associated discussions).
ACT Policing 

The ACT Policing 2015-16 Annual Report outlines its role as follows:
ACT Policing is the community policing portfolio of the Australian Federal Police (AFP). We are responsible for providing quality policing services to the Australian Capital Territory. We do this in partnership with the community and the ACT Government.

The 2017-18 ACT Budget Statements D further advise that:

These services include the protection of persons and property, crime prevention and detection, maintaining peace and good order and the enforcement of ACT laws.

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in relation to ACT Policing:

· drive offs at petrol stations and prevention focus;

· update on Taskforce Nemesis combating outlaw motorcycle gang activities in the ACT including performance to date, impacts on behaviours, and anti-consorting laws;

· progress of Enterprise Bargaining Agreement negotiations for ACT Policing and proposed changes to conditions;

· increase in tazers available to policing workforce and officers trained to use them;

· technological improvements including RAPID technology on police vehicles;

· pill testing at music festivals;
 and
· resources allocated to cold case investigation and use of DNA evidence.

Key Issues

Drive-offs at Petrol Stations
The Committee asked how ACT Policing dealt with petrol station fuel theft, or ‘drive-offs.’
The Minister advised that the ACT Government focused on preventative measures. Those measures include number plate securing technology to prevent number-plate theft and use in drive-offs. The Minister also noted the role of RAPID camera technology in police cars:
RAPID number plate recognition technology is used to detect unregistered and unlicensed vehicles on Canberra roads.

RAPID system carries out real time comparison with the AFP's information of 'known' vehicles and alerts the operator when it detects 'known' vehicles. The 'known' vehicles are defined as:

· Unregistered motor vehicles;

· Uninsured motor vehicle (no compulsory third party insurance, not private insurance);

· Vehicles registered to known unlicensed drivers, whether their licence has expired, been cancelled, suspended or disqualified; and

· Vehicles currently under investigation or linked by police to known persons of interest.

The RAPID camera has a number of built in filters and multi-level flash techniques which provide suppression of headlights and bright or direct sunlight, which in turn provides reliable performance both during day and night and in almost all weather conditions. The system has the capability to scan 1000 plates per hour.

The Committee heard that prepayment was another preventative strategy petrol stations could employ to stop drive-offs.

In answer to questions regarding ACT Policing’s response to drive-off incidents, the Committee was advised that not all drive-off incidents are investigated:
There are a number of factors that would be taken into consideration in that. One is the evidence that is available. There is the timeliness with which that information is provided and the likelihood of identifying an offender. And then, of course, there is still the cost.
The Committee was also provided with statistics on drive-off incidents and costs:
...in 2014-15 the average drive-off from a petrol station was approximately $65, and over the period of the year the overall cost was $77,000 to the industry. The average time it took for an ACT Policing officer to respond to an individual drive-off was approximately three hours, and at that time was $191,000. Based on that figure alone, I could not possibly support investigating every single drive-off. We need to be very strategic in how we deploy our resources; therefore the focus is on the very point you make, minister, in terms of recidivist type behaviour.

Further statistics on drive-offs and average cost of incidents were provided to the Committee on notice.

The Committee heard that ACT Policing must prioritise cases as it is ‘not in a position to investigate every crime.’
 The Assistant Commissioner also advised that ACT Policing has engaged with industry in relation to crime prevention in this space and is committed to continuing working with industry to develop solutions.

Committee Comment

The Committee is concerned to hear that not all incidents of fuel theft or ‘drive-offs’ from petrol stations are investigated by ACT Policing.
Pill Testing at Music Festivals
The Committee enquired about the ACT Policing position on pill testing at festivals. The Assistant Commissioner ACT Policing advised that:

...there has been some recent reporting on this and the government has made some commentary in regards to having an open mind to consider this concept. As a result we have been working with the department of health as part of the whole-of-government taskforce arrangements to provide some input and advice in regards to what the implications for ACT Policing might be if pill testing were implemented.

The Committee heard that ACT Policing would continue to focus on those engaged in the supply of drugs.

The Minister further advised that:

...ACT Health will be leading further work in consultation with key stakeholders in regards to establishing a working group, including Harm Reduction Australia, to consider the health and legal implications of pill testing and whether such a trial goes ahead.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes the Victorian Labor government’s move to a ‘zero tolerance’ approach to drugs at music festivals following several tragic and fatal events in that state.

Legal Aid Commission (ACT)
The 2017-18 Budget Statements D, The Directorate outlines the purpose of the Legal Aid Commission ACT as follows:
The Commission is established by the Legal Aid Act 1977 (the Act). The primary purpose of the Commission is to provide vulnerable and disadvantaged Australians with access to justice through a range of legal aid services. These services are delivered through in-house legal, paralegal and non-legal staff, and private legal practitioners.

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in relation to the Legal Aid Commission ACT:

· changes to work arrangements in Legal Aid ACT due to new Commonwealth reporting requirements;

· funding split between ACT and Commonwealth Governments;

· adequacy of Legal Aid funding and demand on resources;

· Duty Family Violence service;

· Legal Aid services for domestic violence cases;

· means testing of services;

· percentage of people turned away – income and eligibility;

· prioritisation of applicants;
 and
· budget for interpreters;

· budget for the Winchester murder trial.

Key Issues

Unrepresented Appearance in Court

The Committee asked about the percentage of people who seek Legal Aid but are turned away and the reasons they are not eligible for Legal Aid assistance.
 The Attorney-General, Mr Gordon Ramsay MLA, advised on notice that:
Legal Aid ACT provides initial free advice/information to anyone on a walk in and appointment basis at our office, and through the telephone helpline service.

In relation to grants of legal assistance for ongoing casework or litigation, in 2015-16:

· 16.2per cent of applications for grants of legal assistance were refused.

· Of these applications 54.96per cent were refused as they did not meet the means test (either income or assets components, or both).

· 6.78per cent of those applications that were eligible on means (meet the income and assets test) were refused for failing to meet merits or other Guidelines.

The Committee further asked about the number of people who are turned away who then appear at court unrepresented. On notice, it was advised that ‘Legal Aid ACT does not have data on the number of people who go to court unrepresented after being refused a grant of legal assistance from Legal Aid.’

Committee Comment

The Committee is concerned that without adequate statistics, it is impossible to measure the number of people self-representing at court due to their inability to access Legal Aid. 
The Committee notes that although individuals may not satisfy the eligibility criteria to access Legal Aid, they may not have the resources to seek representation privately. The Committee considers that, if possible, such as statistic would be worthwhile keeping in order to identify if there is a significant gap in services.
Public Trustee and Guardian

The 2017-18 Budget Statements D, the Directorate, outlines the purpose of the Public Trustee and Guardian (PTG) as follows:

The PTG is established to provide rights, choices, security and justice for all people in the ACT Community.

PTG will achieve this by providing the following services -

acting as Manager and/or Guardian under appointment by the ACAT;

making Wills (where the PTG is appointed as executor);

administering deceased estates under will or in intestacy;

acting as attorney under Enduring Power of Attorney (EPA);

acting as trustee for trusts created in Wills, Deeds and Court Orders for families, infants and people with disabilities;

providing an annual examination of the accounts maintained by external managers on behalf of people with impaired decision-making ability; and

acting as administrator of the ACT Official Visitor Scheme and as Chair of the Official Visitor Board.

PTG also acts as agent for the Territory in the provision of the following services -

acting as agent for the Territory to receive, manage and dispose of assets forfeited under the Confiscation of Criminal Assets Act 2003;

administer moneys declared unclaimed under the Unclaimed Money Act 1950, Legal Practitioners Act 2006 and Agents Act 2003, including receiving moneys, processing claims and investing funds; and,

investing moneys held in specified government trust funds

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues for the PTG:

· internal audit and review of systems and structure post administrative and structural changes;

· investment strategy and amount invested.

8 Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate

Introduction

The ACT 2017-18 Budget Statement E, Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate (EPSDD) states that the Directorate:

promotes sustainable living and resource use, strengthens the Territory’s response to climate change and provides an integrated planning and land use system that contributes to the sustainable development and future of the ACT.

The Directorate’s aim is to lead the Territory in developing and implementing targeted policies and programs that plan for urban growth and change; promote liveability, prosperity, productivity and sustainability; and address environment protection. Areas of focus include climate change mitigation and adaptation, nature conservation and enhancement, heritage, efficient and reliable water and energy services, building safety, quality urban design, and sustainable and integrated transport and spatial planning, police and delivery.

The Committee considered the following Outputs and Output Classes:

·  Output Class 1: Planning:

· Output 1.1: Planning Delivery;

· Output 1.2: Planning Policy; and

· Output 1.3: Heritage.
· Output Class 2: Environment:

· Output 2.1: Environment;

· Output 2.2: Climate Change and Sustainability; and

· Output 2.3 Conservation and Land Management.

· Output Class 3: Loose-fill Asbestos Insulation Eradication:

· Output 3.1: Loose-fill Asbestos Eradication Scheme.

· Output Class 4: Land Policy and Renewal

· Output 4.1: Land Policy; and

· Output 4.2: Urban Renewal.

· Output EBT: Office of the Commissioner for Sustainability and the Environment.

· Statement of Intent – Land Development Agency (discontinued); City Renewal Authority (new authority – yet to be provided); Suburban Land Agency (new agency - yet to be provided)

The Committee met with the Minister for Planning and Land Management, the Minister for Urban Renewal, the Minister for the Environment and Heritage, the Minister for Housing and Suburban Development, the Minister for Climate Change and Sustainability, and the Commissioner for Sustainability and the Environment on 26 June 2017 and 28 June 2017.

Planning Delivery

Output 1:1 Planning Delivery aims to facilitate and manage growth and change within the ACT through development assessment and leasehold management, with the overarching objective of promoting and facilitating economically productive, sustainable, attractive, safe and well designed urban and rural environments in the ACT.

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· development application finder app;

· access to closed development applications online;

· accessibility of development application plans for public inspection;

· processing time for development applications on remediated ‘Mr Fluffy’ blocks;

· processing time for amendments to development application that have already been approved;

· failure to meet targets for processing development applications;

· effect of submissions on development application processing times;

· pre-development application engagement;

· DA notification letters;
and

· Karinga Drive and the effect of the CSIRO proposal.

Key Issues

Access to Closed Development Applications Online

The Committee asked why past development applications are not appearing on the EPSDD website.

The Directorate indicated that storage of past development applications did occur at a directorate level but as the storage location of the past documentation is on a different server to that of the storage for the website there has been difficulty in linking the two areas so that the information can be accessible online. The Directorate further indicated that it would look at what could be done:

It should be quite reasonable for us to continue to have access to the plans that relate to [Development Applications] where the notification has closed but a decision has not yet been made. That is something I will certainly talk to my team about to see what we can do there.

The Committee recommends the ACT Government take steps to ensure that closed development applications are accessible online.

Failure to Meet Targets for Processing Development Applications

The Committee noted that the expected 2016-17 processing time for Development Applications (DA) was 36 working days which exceeds the median target of 30 working days.
 The Committee noted that such numbers indicated that over half of submitted development applications are taking more than the target processing time to complete. The Committee queried whether this was satisfactory and whether a similar target could be met in the 2017-18 financial year.

The Directorate stated that the projected target for processing times was achievable and has been met in previous years. It informed the Committee that the nature of, and level of community interest in, development applications can impact on the projected timeframes, although there had been improvement over the last three years.

The Directorate indicated that many of the factors that delayed their processing times were factors outside of its control, including the size of the development and the number and type of submissions. Additionally the Directorate stated that:
While a proposal may be in our system for an extended period of time, a large proportion of that may well be allowing the proponent to respond to issues that have been raised by the planning authority, other government entities or the community.

The Directorate further stated that it was: 

... not overly concerned if we do not reach the targets, provided we are close...I would like that target to be a stretch target to rally ensure that we do our utmost to deliver in a timely way so that the proponents, and the community for that matter, have some certainty in relation to the time that things will take.

When asked by the Committee as to whether they had adequate resources to assess development applications,
 the Directorate stated:
...we have both the skill set and the capability to undertake the work that we need to. It really does come down to the fact that we cannot necessarily anticipate the nature of the work.

Committee Comment
The Committee acknowledges that full and due consideration of development applications can take time. The Committee is concerned, however, at the inability of the Directorate to meet its own targets in relation to development application approvals and would encourage the consideration and adoption of processes and procedures that lessen the flow-on effects of the noted impacts on processing times.

The Committee recommends the ACT Government examine options that could be implemented to improve development application processing times and quality of processing applications.

Planning Policy

Previously called Strategic Planning, Output 1.2 Planning Policy is the provision of high quality professional services in strategic land planning, sustainable transport planning (including Building an Integrated Transport Network) and planning for land release that encourages high quality urban design.

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in this output class:

· development of Master Plans;

· Curtin Master Plan;

· future Master Plans and plans for smaller local areas;

· Section 72, Dickson;

· completion and publication of Master Plans;

· environment and planning Forums;

· review of ACT Planning Strategy in 2017;

· review of Territory Plan;

· engagement with community and stakeholders;
 

· Woden Roundtable;

· parking regulations;

· parking policy in residential and unit complexes;

· unit developments with no parking facilities;

· parking offset fund;

· privately owned abandoned buildings;

· parking at University of Canberra and impact of public hospital;

· Park and Ride facilities;
 and

· Erindale bus station refurbishment.

Key Issues

Development of Master Plans 

The Committee expressed concern about the length of time it takes to complete the Master Plan process and queried the optimal timeframe for completing a Master Plan and the expected lifespan of such a plan.

The Directorate indicated that efforts would be made to ‘reinvigorate’ the ‘master planning process to achieve master plans within a 12-month time frame.’
 The Directorate stated that every process would ‘involve a proper engagement process from start to finish’ but the exact timing for each master plan would be dependent on its particular circumstances, with larger centres and those centres attracting a lot of interest likely to take a bit longer to complete.

The Directorate also informed the Committee that the lifespan of a Master Plan is dependent on how it is framed, with most including short, medium and long term aspects. Although each centre is different and in some cases attracting investment can take a long time, the Directorate indicated that short term is 12 months; medium term is three years and long term is five to ten years.

The Committee also queried the targets given in the Budget Papers for the completion and publication of Master Plans, particularly the prediction that only two of the target of three Master Plans would be completed in 2016-17. Further to this the Committee queried how anyone would know when the third one was complete as the relevant Accountability Indicator under Output 1.2 was being discontinued.

The Directorate indicated that the outstanding Master Plan would be finalised in the coming months but was unable to indicate what Master Plans had actually been completed or provide clarity as to why the indicator was being discontinued.

Committee Comment
The Committee acknowledges the directorate needs to balance competing interests and values whilst seeking the best outcome for industry, residents and members of the wider community. The Committee is concerned, however, at the length of time it has taken to progress or complete a number of Master Plans within the ACT and the potential impact that is having on investment and growth in town centres. 

The Committee is also concerned that despite a number of Master Plans not having been completed, the Accountability Indicator that measures the completion and publication of Master Plans has been discontinued.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government reports to the ACT Legislative Assembly on a quarterly basis on the status of Master Plans currently under development.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government continue to report in the Budget Papers the completion and publication of Master Plans.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide better detail for Output 1:2 Planning Policy, in future Budget Papers, with respect to accountability indicators and key performance indicators.

Curtin Master Plan

The Committee expressed concern about the length of time the Curtin Master Plan was taking to complete and queried the status of the process.

The Directorate informed the Committee that a community panel is to be established that will bring together the various perspectives on the Curtin Centre with the aim of reaching an outcome that transitions into an agreed form of Master Plan. The Directorate further indicated that this Master Plan could then inform a Territory Plan Variation and enable the property owner to be able to submit a development application in full compliance with the master plan and the future Territory Plan.

Section 72, Dickson

The Committee asked about the future plans, including community consultation, in relation to the land at Section 72, Dickson which is currently classed as a community facility zone.

The Directorate indicated that it was in early discussion with the broader community about the future of the space and was looking to involve community groups, landowners, residents and industry in its new approach to consultation and engagement for the Dickson area:
 

...we must engage with the community, understand their views and work with them on what they would like to see for the future. That is why we are changing that engagement policy to involve all demographics n the Canberra region.

The Directorate further indicated that the land would remain as a community facility zone and confirmed that there was no ‘ambition’ to use the land for residential use.

The Committee recommends the ACT Government continue to keep the Dickson community informed on the progress of consultation and planning for Section 72, Dickson.

Review of Territory Plan

In discussions with Directorate in regards to the review of the ACT Planning Strategy the Directorate indicated that the Minister was considering a review of the Territory Plan as there was a five-year requirement to do so.

The Minister in response to this discussion affirmed ‘we will be looking at a review of the Territory Plan.’

Heritage

Output 1.3 covers administration of the heritage provisions of the Heritage Act 2004 and assistance in the conservation of the ACT’s heritage assets to ensure their recognition, preservation, registration and conservation. The area provides administrative and operational support to the ACT Heritage Council and its projects, and administers the annual funding of the ACT Heritage Grants Program and the annual Canberra and Region Heritage Festival. An important function is also the promotion and education of the community regarding heritage assets of the ACT. 

Matters Considered
Under Output 1.3: Heritage, the Committee considered the following matters:

· accountability indicators for monitoring and processing of nominations for heritage listing;

· Canberra and Region Heritage Festival;
 and
· listing of Canberra and Lake Burley Griffin for inclusion in the National Heritage List.
Key Issues

ACT Heritage Nominations

The Committee raised with the Minister and officials the application of accountability measures for nominations for heritage listings in the ACT, given a number appear to be taking a long period of time to be processed.
 
The Committee was advised that:

there has been some airing of the number of nominations and the backlog. Mr Rake has talked about the improvement that has been made in that space, but there is certainly no reason, I would expect—and I will certainly take advice from the Minister—why we could not, for next year, consider a performance measure. We are currently reviewing our output indicators ready for next year, so I am certainly happy to take that on board and see what we can do for next time.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes that it appears that there are no current applicable accountability indicators for processing and finalising nominations for heritage listings – following a nomination process – which, to an important degree, limits the working of an important element in the ACT Estate.

The Committee notes that appropriate accountability measures for processing heritage nominations are desirable. Performance against these measures should be publicly available, such as in Annual Reports, for accountability. The Committee also notes it is not clear how nominations are being received, assessed and finalised, and within what timeframe.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government include more accountability indicators for heritage matters in future budgets, so as to provide a greater level of clarity about the number of nominations received, assessed and the length of time taken to assess them.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government engage more with the ACT heritage stakeholders, and give consideration to their input into heritage decisions.

Environment, Conservation and Land Management
Output Class 2: Environment comprises three separate Outputs:

· Output 2.1: Environment;
· Output 2.2: Climate Change and Sustainability; and

· Output 2.3: Conservation and Land management.
Environment

Output 2.1 aims to help protect the ACT’s natural environment through: 

·  the implementation of programs responding to natural resource management as part of the Commonwealth’s National Landcare Program;

· the management, review and implementation of legislation/action plans to help protect land and species; 

· the sustainable use of water, including through implementation of Striking the Balance, the ACT’s Water Strategy; 

· establishing and supporting an ACT and region catchment management governance framework; 

· administering the annual funding of the ACT Environment Grants and Rural Grants Program; 

·  regulatory activities to protect and enhance the natural and built environment; and 

·  promotion and involvement of the community in caring for the ACT’s natural environment.

Matters Considered

Under Output 2.1: Environment and Output 2.3: Conservation and Land Management the Committee considered the following matters:

· management of the population of eastern grey kangaroo in the ACT
;

· research on control of the fertility of the eastern grey kangaroo;

· culling program for eastern grey kangaroo in current year;

· alternative eastern grey kangaroo control methods, including vaccination schemes;

· bio-security measures and management;

· listing of Canberra and Lake Burley Griffin and adjacent lands as national heritage locations;

· incorporation of indigenous knowledge in conservation;

· sustainable forest management;
 
· recreational mountain bike use in Kowen and Sparrow forest areas;
 

· ranger numbers at Googong Reserve;

· water management under the ACT Water Strategy;

· H2OK program;

· carp removal and eradication program;

· healthy waterways projects;
 and

· ACT National Landcare programs.
 

Key Issues

Eastern Grey Kangaroo Control Programs

The Committee was provided with update information and accounts of the current and planned programs, including culling and female animal fertility control, for the control of numbers of the eastern grey kangaroo in the ACT.

The Committee was provided with details of:

· Development and implementation of the female fertility control program for the eastern grey, including details of clinical trial using the drug Gona Con;
 

· Current culling rate of 2606 animals for 2017, and the number of culling license permits issued to rural landholders (72);
 and
· Current approach to planning of culling program and disposal of carcasses from the cull.

Committee Comment

The Committee records its continuing interest in the government’s control program for eastern grey kangaroos, and has indicated in this report some of the issues arsing for community information. The Committee notes that the program remains a focus for concern over its cost and its effectiveness, but appreciates the difficulties presented in arriving at a solution for the community and the kangaroo numbers.

The Committee considers that review of the program is of some importance, and recommends accordingly:

The Committee recommends that the eastern grey kangaroo fertility control program be reviewed to examine whether it contributes, or has the potential to contribute, in any significant way, as part of the overall control program, to the management of kangaroo populations in the ACT and whether it is a fiscally responsible and sustainable method of control.
Forest Management
The Committee was told that forest management strategy in the ACT has the following approach:

A couple of years ago now, we undertook a program where we strategically looked at our softwood plantation estate and determined that we could get a better result for the territory by shifting to a different model. Basically, that meant that we tested the market and were able to go to market for our harvesting and for the marketing of our softwood plantation. In other words, we used the New South Wales Forestry Corporation, which does this on a much bigger scale, to leverage those benefits to the territory. That meant that we were able to harvest a bit more timber at a better price, and hence we were able to return a dividend to the territory...

As a broader issue, the Committee also sought advice on the use of ACT forests for recreational purposes, particularly for mountain biking in the Kowen and Sparrow forests. The Committee was told the use of the forest for this purpose was encouraged and formed one part of government’s overall support for such activities, particularly as they are of high reputation in the biking community.

The Committee notes this advice.
Reserve Management

As an aspect of public estate management, the Committee was advised that control of the large number of recreational reserve activities in the ACT does impact on the public. In this context, the Committee sought details on the access arrangements for the Googong Foreshores reserve, and areas near the reserve.

In particular, the Committee sought details on the number of ranger personnel at the Googong reserve, and was advised in answer to a Question Taken on Notice that the number of rangers will be reduced by 1 fulltime equivalent (FTE) in 2017-18.

Committee Comment

The Committee’s discussion highlighted the occasional tension and competing demand placed on ACT forests and other reserves, both as economic activities and recreation and the overlap–particularly in the case of mountain biking in forest areas. In addition, out-of-hours access to reserve areas, such as Googong Foreshores, is important for angling and other water sports.

The Committee considers the government should have regard to these demands, and recommends accordingly:

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government  consult with relevant recreation groups (for example, mountain bike riders, anglers, etc), relevant environmental groups, and other stakeholders to seek resolution of issues arising with regard to management of, and access to,  reserves.

Water Management

The Committee received advice on the administration of water management under the umbrella program of the current ACT Water Strategy. In particular the Committee heard discussion on water management initiatives forming part of the Murray-Darling Basin management program, including a wider range of reporting regimes for urban water use and management.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes that the ACT Water Management Strategy is an important part of the ACT contribution to water management as a national strategy.

In addition, the Committee was provided with advice on the H2OK program and healthy waterways program, which draws funds from the ACT and Commonwealth. The committee was advised, in an answer to a Question Taken on Notice, that the demonstration grants under the H2OK program, which closed at the end of May 2017, attracted 61 grant applications of which 14 were from rural residential areas and 47 from urban areas. Applications were for a total of $198,000, which allows for 15 projects to be funded, with outcomes to be provided by the end of 2017.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government consider including additional accountability indicators related to the Conservator of Flora and Fauna in the 2017-18 ACT Budget.

Climate Change and Sustainability
Output 2.2: Climate Change and Sustainability develops policy, provides advice and delivers programs in relation to: 

· the ACT Climate Change Strategy and Action Plan – AP2 Climate Change Strategy;

· investments in renewable energy through a feed-in-tariff and delivery of local industry development strategies;

· energy efficiency measures, including administration of the Actsmart and Outreach programs; and

· administration of the ACT’s Carbon Neutral ACT and Energy Efficiency (Cost of Living) Improvement Scheme.

Matters Considered

Under Output 2.2: Climate Change and Sustainability, the Committee considered the following matters:

· climate change adaptation strategies;

· ACT public sector carbon neutrality practices and programs;

· carbon neutral loan fund, Renewable Energy Innovation Fund;

· ICRC determination of ACT electricity prices for next triennium;

· office of the energy consumer advocate;

· Actsmart program for energy efficiency improvement;

· 100 per cent renewable energy target to be achieved by 2020;

· baseload power availability – summer 2017-18;

· power price trends;

· power failures in Gungahlin;

· climate change adaptation strategy implementation;

· investment in renewable energy – Crookwell wind farm;

· business Energy and Water Program;

· financing Actsmart energy program;

· passing on of energy improvement savings to tenants;
 and

· renewable energy skills training and energy partnerships (including battery rollout).

Key Issues

2020 Renewable Electricity Goal

The Committee sought detail on how the ACT Government goal of achieving 100 per cent renewable electricity by 2020 is progressing, and the likely source make-up of the renewable energy mix.
The Committee was told:

...the 100 per cent renewable electricity target by 2020 represents an opportunity to electrify remaining energy uses including, as you suggest, transport, transitioning away from natural gas. The current policy position of government is to have a target of 100 per cent renewable electricity by 2020. There is no policy commitment beyond 2020. We have started modelling likely scenarios as part of the blueprint work, the blueprint for zero emissions in the territory by 2050, and we have started modelling projections around increases in population, for example, likely increases in energy demand as we electrify transport and as we shift away from natural gas to electrification of homes for heating, for cooking, for hot water services. That modelling shows that there will be an increase in energy demand that may require a change or at least a new policy position around renewal electricity post 2020. We will be seeking, obviously, guidance of ministers in developing a process to clarify that policy position.

The Committee was also provided with some comment on the scenario for continued goals of 100 per cent renewable electricity after 2020, and the means by which that will be achieved.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government consider how they plan to maintain 100 per cent renewable electricity post 2020. 
Gungahlin Electricity Service cuts and blackouts

The Committee was advised that, in relation to supply outages that occurred in Canberra’s north:

The suburbs of Gungahlin, Bonner, Amaroo, Forde and Jacka were affected by those outages. The largest of those occurred on 2 June, impacting around 2,300 customers. 

The majority of those outages, we were advised, occurred as a result of isolated faults or incidents and were not related to each other. ActewAGL Distribution has advised the government that the cause of the outages included cable faults and, in one instance, it was a result of damage of the network of a third party to the network. ActewAGL Distribution also advised us at the time that they prioritised the restoration of the electricity supply as soon as possible and worked to ensure that the outages do not reoccur, particularly during the peak winter period, which we are entering. It has also advised that it will consider claims for compensation on a case-by-case basis where consumers can demonstrate actual financial loss as a result of the outages.

Possible Electricity Load Shedding in Summer 2017-18

The question of possible load shedding of power in the ACT in the forthcoming 2017-18 summer was raised by the Committee with the Minister and officials. This discussion related to the issues of Gungahlin power outages are dealt with above.

The Committee was advised that, in relation to the planning for possible load shedding requirements in summer 2017-18, that:

….we are working very hard to make our own portion of the network more resilient. Localised storage is a big part of that. The distributed battery storage programs that we are running will help protect households from instability in the national grid in the energy market. The issues of base load stability and reliability are quite different from the localised network problems that were experienced in Gungahlin. We think both are important. 

We talked about the service standards. We do see, in straight-out evidence, that the ACT has more secure and reliable electricity provision than any other jurisdiction. Our customers experience an average of less than 100 minutes of outage per year. The national average is closer to 200 minutes of outage per year. But we do have concerns at that base load level as well. The ACT has advocated, through ministerial councils, for a stronger national policy setting. That would help create the right environment for investment in our national energy grid, and that will result in better security and better prices.

The Committee also heard evidence of a variety of ‘desktop’ exercises including planning for adjustments of load in periods of high demand, and how the ACT Government expects to manage such events.

Committee Comment

The Committee considers that planning for the forthcoming 2017-18 summer should, in the context of electricity demand, include some interactions and advice to the community that will prepare the community for this eventuality.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government inform ACT residents that load shedding may be required in the forthcoming summer months and that households need to prepare a plan to manage their own power needs and use over the hot summer months.
Electricity Prices in the ACT

The Independent Competition and Regulatory Commission (ICRC) recently determined increased prices for electricity prices. The Committee sought advice on the Directorate’s prediction of where prices might move in a mid-term period of three to five years.

The Committee was advised

Electricity prices and gas prices are both rising. The ICRC’s recent decision will involve a price increase in electricity of about $333 on the average electricity bill, taking it to about $2,089, on average, per household for the year. Gas prices are expected to rise in the order of 17 per cent, involving an increase of about $250 per annum per year. These price increases are largely due to the electricity market nationally. The Hazelwood coal-fired power station closing took 1,600 megawatts out of the market.

The Committee was also advised that, for mid-term prices:

…the impact of the 100 per cent renewable electricity target by 2020 would involve electricity price rises of about $5 per household per week by 2020. That still leaves the ACT with much lower electricity prices than many other jurisdictions around Australia. As I mentioned earlier, too, the benefits of the energy efficiency improvement scheme actually balance out a lot of those cost increases from renewables.

In relation to pricing, the Committee was also told:

What the territory actually pays is the difference between...$87 and whatever the floating spot market price is. We pay a top-up amount to the generator through ActewAGL Distribution to ensure that the generator receives fixed $87 per megawatt hour. When the wholesale market is under $87, say at $60, they get a top-up payment of $17 (sic - $27).

The Committee notes this advice, and also notes that increased energy prices that have been determined by the ICRC will affect energy consumption for the foreseeable future.

Actsmart Energy Development Scheme
The Actsmart scheme provides support,information and other assistance to help households, a schools and businesses improve sustainability:

The budget provides $865,000 in funding to provide continued support for Actsmart programs, which provide free information; tools and advice to assist households, schools and businesses improve their sustainability. Last year, businesses that are signed up to Actsmart diverted more than 33,000 cubic metres of waste from landfill to recycling, which equates to over 137,000 domestic recycling bins. 

In addition to Actsmart, our energy efficiency improvement scheme is helping households and businesses cut their energy bills. The scheme is saving participating households up to $5 a week and has a particular focus on energy savings in low income priority households.

The Committee was advised that the Actsmart program also has the following features in relation to large buildings:

The aim is to develop policy options for innovative financing schemes that could support the private sector as well. In some other jurisdictions there are environmental upgrade agreement schemes available that can attach the investment made in upgrading an office building, for example, to the rate base that the landlord can collect from tenants. That debt can be underpinned through the ratings system through different owners on the property. It takes away some of the short‑term investment bias that might occur to retrofit older buildings. That is one example of such a scheme.

Committee Comment
The Committee considers Actsmart as part of the suite of support services in relation to energy use which is an important element in energy-wise efficiency measures, at all levels in the community.

Office of the Commissioner for Sustainability and the Environment

The Commissioner for Sustainability and the Environment (the Commissioner) is an independent statutory position established by the Commissioner for Sustainability and the Environment Act 1993. Professor Kate Auty has held the position since May 2016. The Commissioner provided evidence to the Committee on 28 June 2017.


Matters Considered

The Committee considered the following matters in relation to the Office of the Commissioner for Sustainability and the Environment:

· adjustment to budget statements;

· State of the Environment report;

· Lower Cotter evaluation;
 

· Gungahlin strategic environmental assessment;

· preliminary discussion on a Molonglo strategic assessment;

· consultation on State of the Environment Reports for NSW local government councils in ACT region;

· resource recovery rate under the Waste Management Strategy;

· proposed waste to fuel plant, Hume;

· eastern grey kangaroo controlled native species management plan;
 and
· Kinlyside nature reserve.


Key Issues


State of the Environment Report

State of the Environment (SOE) reports assess the condition of the environment including atmosphere, biodiversity, land, water and heritage. The assessments consider interactions between the environment, people and communities. Current SOE reporting is focussed on the SOE report due by December 2019. The Commissioner noted the SOE report details as follows:

The office is currently working, as you would expect, on the state of the environment report, which is due in December 2019. The correspondence that needs to set that date has been submitted to the Minister, and that date is now formalised. The state of the environment report will be a document that builds on the previous indicators, and it will be a document that also elaborates on environmental accounts more broadly.

The Committee asked for details, on notice, of the resource recovery rate – noting that it has stabilised at between 70 and 75 per cent, which is less than the target rate in the ACT waste management strategy of more than 80 per cent. The Committee also asked for details on the effect the ACT plastic bag ban has had against the recovery rate target. The Committee also sought details of any review of resource recovery rates for plastic bags that were made since 2014. 

The Committee was advised that the Commissioner has not been directed by the Minister to investigate matters related to the Waste Management Strategy for 2011-15, as required by the legislation, and while the Commissioner has reported on various waste indicators in the SOE reports, no inquiry has been undertaken on this matter. However, the Commissioner advised that the office reported on the plastic bag ban in the SOE report 2015 ‘to reflect the progress at that point in time on a recommendation made in the SOE report for 2011.’

Strategic Environmental Assessments
The Committee sought advice on current work by the Commissioner on the Gungahlin strategic assessment. The Commissioner told the Committee that her office has a role as an independent auditor of the assessment every five years, and includes examination of the biodiversity plan and an independent assessment. In relation to offset areas in the Gungahlin assessment, the Committee was advised that there are several, and that the Commissioner’s role is to check on compliance with planning arrangements for offset areas.

Eastern Grey Kangaroo Management Plan
The Commissioner was asked whether her office provided a submission, or offered advice to the Conservator of Flora and Fauna on the Eastern Grey Kangaroo Controlled Native Species Management Plan in 2017. The Commissioner advised the Committee that her office did not make a submission, and added:

We do not have a policy on that. Generally speaking, I would be advised that there is a requirement for submissions by way of public submissions. We were not asked for a submission in respect of the management plan and we did not provide one. We did deal with a number of complaints that came through the office in respect of the eastern grey kangaroo over time. You would be familiar with the fact that Commissioner Bob Neil had held a watching brief in relation to some of those complaints.

Committee Comment
The Committee considers the role of the Commissioner to be of considerable importance across a range of environmental and conservation responsibilities. The Committee also considers that the role and functions of the Commissioner be the subject of an appropriate level of review at this time.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government support the Office of Commissioner for Sustainability and the Environment to re-examine its role and functions, to ensure best practice and effective use of resources for review of matters in the environmental space.

Loose-fill Asbestos Insulation Eradication Scheme

The ACT Budget 2017-18 outlines the states:

 the Asbestos Response Taskforce delivers the Loose-fill Asbestos Eradication Scheme safely, compassionately and effectively. It provides support and advice to affected homeowners, the Canberra community, industry and government. This Output was transferred from CMTEDD to EPSDD in November 2016.

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in Output 3.1:

· status of demolition of affected dwellings;

· affected townhouses/units;

· status of sale program;

· timeline for affected homeowners outside the Scheme;

· commercial properties affected;

· remaining timeline for Taskforce;

· remediation of dumping site between Crace and Palmerston;

· soil validation;

· identification of additional and missed properties;
and

· co-ordination with Work Safe ACT.

Key Issues

Status of Demolition of Affected Dwellings

The Committee asked about the status of the demolition program under the Loose-fill Asbestos Insulation Eradication Scheme and were advised that it was ahead of the indicative demolition schedule.

The Directorate stated that demolition of 736 of the affected houses had been completed, which equates to three quarters of affected properties. The Directorate also indicated that it was anticipating that the majority of the remaining properties, in the taskforce’s possession, would be demolished by the end of 2017.

In response to a query about the expected completion date, the Directorate indicated that as it is possible to defer settlement until June 2020, ‘demolition activity will not be entirely finished until that time.’

The Committee recommends the ACT Government continue to update the Assembly on the status of the demolition program being undertaken by the Asbestos Response Taskforce.

Status of Sales Program

The Committee asked about the status of the sales program under the Loose-fill Asbestos Insulation Eradication Scheme and were advised by the Directorate that 686 blocks had been removed from the affected residential premises register and were available for sale, with 346 remediated blocks having had contracts exchanged and 301 having settled.

Land Policy

This new 2017-18 output transfers land policy functions from CMTEDD and the discontinued Land Development Agency to EPSDD.

 Land Policy provides strategic, policy and planning support, including preparation of the four-year Indicative Land Release Program. The program sets out the government’s intended program for land release and seeks to facilitate housing diversity, provide affordable housing, stimulate economic activity, meet the demand for land in the Territory and support a competitive land development and construction market.

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues for Output 4.1:

· Land Release Program;

· decrease in projected land supply;

· revenue from land sales;

· Lease Variation Charge;

· new suburb of Kenny;

· greenfield releases;

· community engagement;
 and

· community engagement training – International Association for Public Participation (IAP2) certification.

Key Issues

Decrease in Projected Land Supply

Upon considering the four-year Indicative Land Release Program, the Committee queried the decrease in the supply of land that the ACT Government had indicated it would be bringing to market.

In response the Directorate acknowledged that there were 1,000 fewer dwellings in the land release program than under the previous four year program and indicated that this was: 

...a reflection of the influence of the asset recycling initiative which comes to an end in year 3 of the program. Largely, the magnitude of land release is the same, bar a fourth year, where we do not have the influence of bringing forward those asset recycling properties.

The Directorate also indicated that the government is able to ramp up supply as they have a ‘reasonable pipeline of sites in the forward program’ that can be built on with six to eight months of sale.

Greenfield Releases

The Committee asked about the current status of land sitting in the greenfield pipeline and were informed that there are actually three pipelines in this space, the planner’s pipeline, the developer’s pipeline (land that is entering the estate development plan process) and the builder’s pipeline (actually undergoing site servicing), all of which indicate the progress of land through these three levels of development.

The Directorate indicated that there are currently 15,540 greenfield, ‘potential dwelling,’ sites, 7,234 sites that are in the developer’s pipeline and 4,150 sites in the builder’s pipeline.

The Directorate also indicated that these sites would be located in developing and new suburbs including Jacka, Taylor, Kenny, Throsby, Denman Prospect, Molongolo, North Weston and Whitlam.

The Committee then asked what quantum of land release was expected from non-government release sources and queried whether it would be able to meet the demands of the market at quick notice.
 The Directorate indicated there were a number of sites at various stages in the non-government greenfield pipeline as follows:
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Committee Comment
The Committee notes the overall decrease in projected land supply and the increasing reliance on private sector to bring blocks of land to market. The Committee is concerned that this approach, even with land sitting in the “pipeline”, will not meet future peaks in demand and will have a negative cumulative effect going forward.

The Committee also notes the lack of ‘shovel ready’ residential blocks available for meeting market and industry demand, and the impact this has in the value of land sales.

Lease Variation Charge

The Committee expressed concerns about the significant increase in the codified lease variation charge (LVC) for unit titling, to take effect from 1 July 2017, and queried what impact assessment and modelling had been undertaken in order to inform the decision by the government to increase the charge.

In response to questions taken on notice the Committee received information on the LVC which indicated that in 2016 an internal review of the LVC found that the LVC was ‘unlikely to be sufficient enough to impact on the financial viability of a development.’

The response to questions taken on notice also indicated that the increase was to bring the LVC ‘to an amount on par with other per unit LVC charges.’
 It states:
Estimation of the potential revenue impact of changing the lease variation charge for certain residential leases was based on assumptions about the number of applications being at similar levels to those in recent past years (but noted that the numbers of applications can differ markedly from year to year).

The number of development applications which include this particular lease variation are shown in the following table: 

	Year
	Number of Development Applications

	2011-12
	15

	2012-13
	26

	2013-14
	11

	2014-15
	38

	2015-16
	78

	2016-17 (as of 30 May)
	69


The Committee also queried the alignment of such a increase with the government’s policy of creating more affordable housing and were informed in response to questions taken on notice that:

As the lease variation charge taxes unearned wealth, it should have no impact on production or consumption decisions and hence no impact on affordable housing policies, all other things being equal.

This matter was discussed further with community and industry groups on 16 June 2017 and with the Treasurer on 19 June 2017. (See Chapter 2: Community and Industry Groups and Chapter 5: CMTEDD for details of those discussions and related recommendations).
Urban Renewal

This new 2017-18 output transfers urban renewal functions from CMTEDD and the discontinued Land Development Agency.
 

The ACT Budget 2017-18 states that ‘Urban Renewal will drive economic activity, improve the liveability of the city, build on the character of the community and deliver sustainable development.’

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues for Output 4.2:

· public housing renewal – Indigenous Housing;

· activating the corridor for light rail;

· targets for affordable housing and public housing;

· public housing renewal taskforce - community engagement;

· relocated public housing tenants;
and

· public housing on Northbourne Avenue.

Key Issues

Public Housing Renewal Taskforce – Community Engagement

Within the context of public housing renewal taskforce activities, the Committee asked what the government was doing to engage with communities where public housing is being built.

The Directorate indicated that there had been ‘conversations’ and ‘consultation’ with both relocated public housing tenants and residents within the suburbs for some time. This has included the development and implementation of an ‘active website,’ as well as community meetings with residents, engagement with regional community services and communication with community councils.

The Directorate indicated that over 150 pieces of feedback had been received from the ‘conversations’ that have been had to date and they have touched on matters relating to access and traffic concerns, the design of the public housing buildings, landscaping, what can be taken to maintain community values and how best to engage with the new residents.

The Committee recommends the ACT Government continue to engage and consult with public housing tenants who are being relocated, as well as residents in suburbs where additional public housing is being considered within Community Facility Zones, on the changes that will impact on them as a result of the housing renewal process.

The Committee recommends that once the housing renewal program is complete, the ACT Government should have an ongoing program of public housing renewal so that the proportion of public housing does not fall.

Land Development Agency (Discontinued)

The Land Development Agency (LDA) was established under the Planning and Development Act 2007 to build vibrant and sustainable communities through greenfield and urban renewal projects for the development of residential, commercial, industrial, community and non-urban land.

From 1 July 2017, the LDA ceased operating as a separate entity and its functions transferred to the Suburban Land Agency, the City Renewal Authority and EPSDD, primarily under Output 4.1 and Output 4.2.

Suburban Land Agency and City Renewal Authority

The City Renewal Authority (CRA) is a Territory Authority established under the City Renewal Authority and Suburban Land Agency Act 2017. It commenced on 1 July 2017. The CRA is responsible for delivering the government’s urban renewal agenda within the boundaries of any declared urban renewal precinct(s).

The Suburban Land Agency (SLA) is a Territory Authority established under the City Renewal Authority and Suburban Land Agency Act 2017. It commenced on 1 July 2017. The SLA is responsible for delivering the ACT Government’s suburban development program, including urban renewal in established town centres and suburbs.

The Statements of Intent for the CRA and the SLA will be developed by the respective boards in accordance with the Financial Management Act 1996 (FMA) and the City Renewal Authority and Suburban Land Agency Act 2017. Each Statement of Intent will be provided to the Treasurer for tabling in the Assembly, in accordance with section 62 of the FMA, as soon as practicable.

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following issues in relation to the LDA, SLA and CRA:

· CRA and SLA Boards;

· division of roles and responsibilities between the Directorate, SLA and CRA;

· targets for affordable housing and public housing;

· housing strategy for affordable housing – SLA;

· staff profile for SLA and CRA;

· sales and marketing SLA;

· CRA and In the City Canberra;

· use of City Centre Marketing and Improvements Levy;

· LDA purchases of rural land;

· leases on rural land marked for acquisition;

· Land Acquisition Framework;

· staff movement;
and

· sale of land to FOY Group.

Key Issues

SLA and CRA Boards

The Committee asked about the experience of the newly appointed CRA and SLA board members in relation to environmentally sustainable development and affordable housing expertise. In extended questioning, the Committee also questioned whether these qualities were looked for in candidates, particularly considering shortlisting for these positions was undertaken before relevant sections of the legislation were amended and before the legislation passed the Assembly.

The Directorate assured the Committee that all criteria stipulated in the legislation, including amendments, had been considered prior to the final recommendation for board positions being made to the Minister.

The Minister also reassured that Committee that environmentally sustainable development and affordable housing would be ‘issues respected in any decision-making of the two boards.’

Committee Comment
The Committee notes the lack of publicly available information in relation to the most recent board appointments for the CRA and SLA and other similar appointments to Government Boards and Advisory panels. The Committee is concerned that the lack of public transparency regarding these processes could bring into question their validity and purpose. 

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government develop a website that provides details of every ACT Government Board/Advisory Panel and which outlines details of the scope of the appointment, remuneration if applicable, term of appointment, name of appointee and Minister responsible.

Division of Roles and Responsibilities Between the Directorate, SLA and CRA 

With the division of land and economic development functions within in the ACT Public Service, the Committee queried how the SLA and CRA would work in conjunction with the Directorate.

The Directorate indicated that policy work is undertaken by the Directorate whilst the CRA and SLA are the implementation bodies for that policy. The SLA and CRA are effectively responsible for delivery. Any function previously performed by the LDA or economic development in relation to planning is now within the Directorate.

The Directorate also stated that it has ‘a key role in relation to oversight, particularly around governance’ and will be responsible for providing advice to the relevant ministers.

The Directorate drew attention to the functions of the CRA, as stated in the budget, which include:

· carry out urban renewal; 

· buy and sell leases of land on behalf of the Territory; 

· make arrangements for the public service or another entity to carry out development or works; 

· support public and private sector investment and participation in urban renewal, including by supporting development that is attractive to potential investors and participants; 

· manage orderly urban renewal, including holding, managing and selling land and other property; 

· support cooperation between the authority, the community, and relevant entities (for example, industry groups); 

· support high quality design, planning and delivery of sustainable urban renewal; 

· meet housing targets; 

· support statutory greenhouse gas emissions targets and deliver environmentally sustainable development; and

· follow and support whole of government strategies.

The Directorate also drew attention to the functions of the SLA, as stated in the budget, which include:

· buy and sell leases of land on behalf of the Territory; 

· ensure a mixture of public and private housing in new suburbs; 

· increase the supply of affordable and community housing;

· meet housing targets;

· carry out development of land in a manner that is environmentally sustainable; and

· follow and support whole-of-government strategies.

The Committee received additional information on the structure and staffing arrangements of the SLA, CRA and EPSDD in response to questions taken on notice. The provided organisational charts are available on the Inquiry website.

The Committee also received information in a response to a Question on Notice, which indicated the following staffing in the CRA:

· 22 Full-time Equivalent (FTE) Officers

· Chief Executive Officer;

· 3 FTE in Executive Support and Business Operations;

· 4 FTE in the Communications and Engagement Team;

· 4 FTE in the City Activation Unit; and

· 10 FTE in the City Renewal Team.

Use of City Centre Marketing Improvements Levy

The Committee asked how the current City Centre Marketing Improvements Levy is being spent and what the breakdown was between the use of this levy for capital improvements and activation and the use of this levy for administration and management.
 

The Committee received information on this matter in a response to a Question Taken on Notice which indicated that over the last five years 36 per cent of the levy has been spent on capital improvements, 45 per cent on events and promotions and 28 per cent on administration and management.
 

The Committee also queried why the levy was being used to provide bins in areas such as Braddon, when this would be something supplied by the Transport Canberra and City Services Directorate.

The Directorate indicated that although the provision of bins primarily sits with Transport Canberra and City Services Directorate:

In the City took the decision that that was a priority that their levy payers had, therefore they were prepared to use the levy to do that.

In response to a Question Taken on Notice the Committee was also informed that TCCS had supported the In the City proposal to use the levy for the purchase of ‘nine metal shrouds as a surrounding cover for the TCCS bins to further enhance the amenity in Braddon.’

The Committee further queried how the levy will be transitioned across when the CRA takes over In the City Canberra responsibilities.
 On notice, the Committee was advised that:
Details on predicted expenses for the administration of the levy by the City Renewal Authority have yet to be finalised. A full business plan is currently being prepared and will be informed by feedback from levy payers, as well as requiring endorsement from the City Renewal Authority Board.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government publish how the City Centre Marketing Improvements Levy is spent, as part of relevant directorate annual reports.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government develop strategic and accountability indicators for initiatives funded by the City Centre Marketing Improvements Levy and that these are documented in the Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate Annual Report. 

Rural Land Purchases

The Committee queried the LDA’s speculative purchase of rural land to the west of the urban areas and queried if the SLA would continue working towards developing these areas.

The Directorate noted that the LDA purchases had been made under the current planning environment which was put in place in 2004. This plan articulated areas of future growth on the western edge of Canberra and all purchases by the LDA were within the urban growth containment line. The Directorate further indicated that the purchases were all consistent with the 2012 planning strategy.

In relation to how the SLA will be involved with the future development of these areas, the Directorate stated that with:

...the change of governance arrangements applying to land development from 1 July will mean that any acquisitions considered by government will be undertaken by the directorate.

The Directorate informed the Committee that the SLA will be the mechanism by which the Directorate acquires the property if agreed to by government. 

It will not have a decision-making role and it will not be assessing or undertaking any other roles that have previously been undertaken by the LDA. 

Committee Comment
The Committee was told by the Directorate that:
I think it is important to note that the acquisitions made by the LDA over the last few years are in the context of the existing planning environment, which dates back to 2004. The spatial plan of 2004 clearly articulated areas of future urban growth on the western edge of Canberra sitting within the urban growth containment line as it is articulated in the map in that document.
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The Committee notes however that on review of the 2004 Canberra Spatial Plan, three of the properties (Milapuru, Fairvale and Huntly), while being within the “Urban Growth Containment Line”, are clearly shown as “Rural Setting” rather than for future growth (see map below).
 Further, the Spatial Plan is not the ACT’s current planning strategy under s106 of the Planning and Development Act 2007 – that is the 2012 ACT Planning Strategy.

The Committee is concerned that this is not the first time that Assembly Committees have been provided with inaccurate information about the planning status of the rural land purchases. The Standing Committee on Planning and Urban Renewal was told on 10 March 2017:
It is zoned as broadacre. Typically, within the ACT there are areas of broadacre that are reserved as the city grows. 

On reviewing the Territory Plan it is clear that this is incorrect – the land is a mixture of “Hills Ridges and Buffers” Zone and “Rural” Zone.
 Neither of these zones appear to reserve land for future growth. 
The response to Question on Notice Number 27 asked by the Standing Committee on Planning and Urban Renewal at its hearings into Annual and Financial Reports also advised that, in regard to investigations into potential development areas, which include the rural land purchases:
Four of the localities were already identified in the ACT Planning Strategy 2012 as future urban areas as part of the Western Edge investigation area (Central Molonglo, Stromlo Valley, Bulgar Creek and West Murrumbidgee).

On reviewing the ACT Planning Strategy 2012, it is apparent that these areas are not identified as future urban areas.

Viewed together, this chain of evidence to committees could be seen as either strikingly ill-informed or deliberately misleading. Given witnesses to both committees acknowledged that they had read and understood the relevant Privilege Statement, this Committee can only assume that there has been no attempt to mislead.

The Committee reminds all witnesses that all evidence given must be accurate, well-informed, relevant and complete.

The Committee also heard evidence regarding the Directorate’s work towards a possible review of the ACT Planning Strategy 2012. 
 If this were to happen, it would review future housing growth options for the ACT over the next several decades. The Committee notes that this is a very important issue, impacting on housing supply and affordability, transport and the Budget for a generation. The Committee is concerned that the review of the ACT Planning Strategy may be used to justify the LDA’s existing land purchases and not provide the community with genuine consultation on future housing growth options for Canberra.
The Committee reiterates Recommendation 5 of the Standing Committee on Planning and Urban Renewal’s Inquiry into Annual and Financial Reports for 2015-16, that the ACT Government informs the Legislative Assembly of the reasons for the recent rural land purchases and how they fit in with strategic land use planning for the ACT.
The Committee calls on the Government to review the 2012 ACT Planning Strategy through a comprehensive process that reviews all housing growth options – not just options where the Land Development Agency has already purchased land – and includes genuine community consultation on the options.
Leases on Rural Land Marked for Acquisition

The Committee questioned why long term leases had been granted to landholders on rural land that was intended for urban expansion and future acquisition by the ACT Government, particularly the rural land situated on the ‘western edge’ of Canberra. In extended questioning on this matter it also queried how many of these long term leases had been issued for the ‘western edge’ rural land, around the time of the 2004 spatial plan.

The Committee was informed that the following leases for rural land had been issued but did not offer any reasoning as to why these lease terms had been granted:

	Location
	Lease Term (years)
	Commencement of Lease

	Lands End
	99
	1 August 2001

	Milapuru
	96
	14 October 2005

	Fairvale
	99
	21 June 2001

	Huntly
	99
	30 October 2001


The Committee queried further as to how the consequence of these lengthy leases, increased land speculation and increased purchase costs to the ACT Government, could be averted. 

The Directorate indicated that it would have to ‘draw a line in terms of what has occurred’ and deal with what is currently in place.
 With the ability to grant three-month leases, 10-year leases and 99–year leases, the Directorate indicated that where the government identifies future expansion opportunities ‘there is certainly the opportunity to explore ways to prevent speculation.’

Committee Comment
The Committee acknowledges that under the new arrangements, changes have been and are being made in regards to the responsibilities for, and processes that will apply to future land purchases by the ACT Government. The Committee, however, is concerned about the amount of money the ACT Government is incurring to pay out long terms leases on land it is acquiring and the heightened risk of speculators taking advantage of long term leases in areas they believe the government will one day acquire.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government apply only short term leases on rural land that has been identified for possible future urban expansion and/or for purchase by the ACT Government.

9 Education Directorate

Introduction

The purpose of the Education Directorate, as outlined in the 2017-18 Budget Statements F, is to work in partnership with students, parents and the community to ensure that every child and young person in the ACT will benefit from high quality, accessible education.
 The Education Directorate:

· Provides public school education and early childhood education

· Regulates education and care services

· Registers non-government schools and home education

· Facilitates the provision of quality education services across the ACT.

The Minister for Education and Early Childhood Development and her officers appeared before the Committee on 30 June 2017.
 The Committee discussed the following output classes within the Education Directorate:

· Output Class 1: Public School Education

· Output 1.1: Public Primary School Education

· Output 1.2: Public High School Education

· Output 1.3: Public Secondary College Education

· Output 1.4: Disability Education in Public Schools

· Output Class 2: Non Government Education

· Output 2.1: Non Government School Education

Public Primary School, Public High School and Public Secondary College Education
Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following matters in relation to Outputs 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3:

· pre-school attendance and funding;

· school psychologists;

· use of school facilities by community groups;

· support and development for teachers;

· the Future of Education Conversation;

· funding for new Gungahlin Schools;

· NAPLAN, with particular reference to Indigenous students;

· contract cleaning tender and award process;

· presentations by Union officials in ACT public schools;

· STEM programs;
 and

· Safe Schools programs.
 

Key Issues

School Psychologists and Mental Health Services

The Committee questioned the Minister and her officers extensively regarding the employment of psychologists in public schools. In her opening statement the Minister advised that an additional $2.4m had been allocated in the budget for the first five of 20 new psychologists for public schools.
 The government’s intention is to add five new psychologists each year for four years.
 The official advised that there were currently 62.5 full-time equivalent psychologists, the majority in schools, with the remainder in the network student engagement teams, the child development service and the Positive Behaviour for Learning program.

The Committee sought information on how the psychologists were allocated to the schools. A Directorate official stated that the commitment is to provide all schools with some access to school psychologists and explained that:

… we work it out on a formula of how many students are enrolled in a school. We also take into account specific need because different communities have different needs. That is worked out every year and schools can come back to us if there is additional need and we will reconsider what the resource looks like.

The Committee asked for further information on what happened if a school came back to the Directorate and requested additional psychologist support, given that the psychologists were fully allocated at the start of the year. A Directorate official advised that the Directorate can seek a short-term contract to employ a person for that school out of the school’s staffing budget. The official stated that this option usually involves less than one person across the year and that more regularly the Directorate would use its resources in the network student engagement teams and members of the senior psychology team.

The Committee was concerned about the availability of school psychologists during the school holiday period. A Directorate official assured the Committee that the way the school psychologists were designated ensured somebody was available at all times. 

The Committee shared feedback from a previous hearing around difficulty in accessing mental health services, with school holidays being especially difficult, and the exceptional wait times to access mental health services. Given this, the Committee asked what was being done at the school level to bridge that gap.
 The Minister acknowledged the issues raised by those organisations and advised that, in line with the government’s intention to have an office for mental health under the Health Minister, the Education Directorate will be working to ensure there is a focus on providing support to students and families inside and outside school.

A Directorate official stated that:

… It is important to note that the ACT has the highest uptake of KidsMatter and MindMatters, mental health frameworks provided through the Australian government. Some 33 schools have KidsMatter and 82 have MindMatters. These are really important strategies for schools to assist young people with early signs of any kind of mental health distress—anxiety, depression, those kinds of things—and that is fantastic.
The official also noted a really strong uptake of other mental health strategies, including a pilot program in 10 schools on understanding how young developing brains work, trauma-informed schools, a partnership with Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services (CAMHS) and a suicide prevention program currently being trialled.
 The official explained that:

We are taking a whole range of early intervention and prevention-type approaches to stop that escalation to where a referral is needed and particularly to make sure that young people know they are being heard and that there are opportunities for them to be supported in a school setting.

The Directorate official informed the Committee that there were also other support staff in schools, including youth workers, transitions and career support officers and the network engagement teams, which contained allied health professionals including speech pathologists, occupational therapists, physiotherapists, social workers and senior teachers.

Committee Comment
The Committee acknowledges the efforts of the Education Directorate in providing mental health services to ACT school students. The Committee notes that the 2017-18 Budget provides for 20 new school psychologists over the next four years. However, the Committee believes that this is an area where a potential shortfall in services could have serious consequences and would like to see the ACT Government taking further steps to ensure there will never be a student who is unable to access the services of a psychologist when required.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government undertake a review of the accessibility of ACT Government funded mental health services for students in non-government schools.

The Committee sought information on how the Education Directorate was managing students with behavioural problems. A Directorate Official discussed the Safe and Supportive Schools Policy, which had come out of recommendations in the Schools for All report. The official advised that the policy provides guidance and a framework around how to manage students who have more complex needs or challenging behaviours, and each school can draw from it and personalise it according to its needs.
 The Director-General of the Education Directorate added that if issues arise in a school, additional expertise is brought in to provide direction around strategies.

The Committee was advised that the Education Directorate looks to provide universal supports in terms of frameworks and programs that promote positive behaviour for learning among all students, and then has a number of selected strategies.
 These include:

… smaller group settings, particular programs for students, withdrawing students at a particular time of the day to give them a different experience of school. Then we have some targeted approaches. They are for the very small number of students … who really need that extremely specialist support because their behaviours are quite challenging.

Use of School Facilities by Community Groups

The Committee asked the Minister and her officials about the use of school facilities by community groups. The Minister advised that the Education Directorate had been working closely with Active Canberra to ensure that sports groups were able to use school facilities outside of school hour. The Directorate had opened that up to look at how community groups and organisations, particularly the multicultural community, could have the chance to use those facilities as well, and a further $100,000 had been allocated in the budget to continue that work.
 

The Minister provided the example of the Alfred Deakin school, where the security system had been changed to allow access via a PIN code so that the Woden Dodgers basketball club could use it as their home training site after the Woden basketball centre had closed down.
 And a Directorate official advised that an upgrade to the gymnasium at the Headley Beare Centre for Teaching and Learning had been funded, and the gymnasium would be made available to community groups.

The Committee sought information on the fees charged for the use of school facilities. A Directorate official advised that there was a policy, and that charges varied.
 Subsequent to the hearing, the Minister advised that the ‘Directorate publishes guidance rates for schools, however school principals may waive or reduce their rates based on the marginal costs of usage or in consideration of non-cash benefits to their individual school, students and community.’
 The Minister also provided a link to the Directorate’s Community Use of School Facilities Policy, which is available to the public on the Education Directorate’s website.

The Committee relayed feedback from constituents in the Molonglo Valley that they had been unable to book meeting rooms at the new Charles Weston school as it was already over capacity, and asked whether community use was taken into account in designing new schools.
 The Minister confirmed that this was taken into account and the purpose in the design of that particular school was so that it would be able to be used by the community.

A Directorate official elaborated:

That is the case with all of our new school designs. Security systems, lighting and parking are designed to make the schools available for the community so that they can access halls, the libraries and general learning areas if they are running book clubs or other community activities. We try to make available as many spaces as we can, without requiring after-hours control by the school, typically, staff coming back and locking up afterwards.

The Committee asked whether there was a policy on what groups can and cannot use school facilities and was informed that generally there was no limitation on usage, but a commercial operator would be charged at a different rate because they were hiring the facility to earn an income.
 The Committee then enquired about public liability insurance requirements for groups using school facilities, noting that these costs might be prohibitive for small community groups.
 The Committee had also raised this issue in terms of ACT Government venues more generally at the hearing on 20 June 2017.
The Minister responded:

I think that is a whole-of-government issue. The government, across all directorates, maybe should consider ways that different groups can access or do things in our community so that they do not have that extra expense.
 

The Director-General that advised some groups would have a relationship with the school, and the principal makes an assessment that having those people involved with the school will add value to the school community.

Committee Comment
The Committee is pleased that the Education Directorate is supporting the use of school facilities by community groups and is cognisant of the important role that schools play as hubs in communities. The Committee notes however, that not all community groups have some current or prior connection with a school, or schools, in their area and may not be aware that they may use their facilities. It would be useful if this information could be made available online, where it could easily be shared among community groups. 

Further, the Committee is concerned that the requirement for public liability insurance would be cost-prohibitive for many smaller groups, like book clubs and craft groups, and may deter the formation of such groups or prevent them from growing larger and reaching more members of the community. The Committee believes, as the Minister indicated, that these are whole-of-government issues and apply to all ACT Government venues, not just schools.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government publicly provide information on school facilities available for use by community groups after hours, including cost per hour and other requirements.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government consider insurance arrangements for low risk groups using its venues to facilitate low cost use of these facilities by community groups, incorporated or informal.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government consider implementing any small capital investments that will help to improve access and security arrangements for community groups using school premises outside standard operating hours.

Support for New Teachers

The Committee sought information on what was being done to support new teachers and to reduce the risk of burnout and turnover after three or four years. The Deputy Director-General of the Education Directorate advised:

…we have in place for those new educators quite a structured introduction to the directorate, with a deep induction that occurs over a number of months. Importantly in their first couple of years of teaching they have a reduced face-to-face teaching load and that is intentionally designed so that they can grow in the profession, they can have coaching and mentoring and time with their in-school mentors as they settle into the work life of a teaching professional.

The programs themselves vary between the schools and are somewhat dependent on the size of the school and the number of teachers. Some examples provided included the pairing of new teachers with more experienced teachers, formal meetings and the professional pathways process which is link to the ACT school standards around professional practice and allows for the provision of regular observations and feedback.
 

The Committee asked, with regards to the reduced teaching times in the first couple of years, how easily that is achieved in primary schools as opposed to high schools. A Directorate official advised that, in her experience, it can be addressed in a number of ways including working a four-day week, doing observations in other classrooms and being released from the school to do targeted professional learning.
 Further questioning revealed that the arrangements would vary from school to school but that ‘[n]o young teacher would have to go cap in hand’ and ‘[t]here would be a very deliberate strategy around how that additional support would be provided.

The Committee expressed concern that if it was not a formalised process across the board, how did the Directorate ensure people didn’t fall through the cracks or experience burnout. The Deputy Director-General explained that the arrangements are deeply embedded through the enterprise agreement and the school funding model. There is also a clear expectation among principals as to what the induction looks like:

The expectation of release time, that connection with the experienced teachers, the walkthroughs, the feedback, that policy position of the directorate about a deep induction, the industrial framework which also provides for that, as well as our school funding component and our school improvement, all of those elements work together to make sure that we are not in a position that new teachers are falling through the cracks.

The Committee questioned the officials further on how the Directorate could be sure that teachers weren’t falling through the cracks. The Deputy Director-General noted that every school has a new educator support plan, which schools are held accountable for, and the level of supervision, observation and feedback is structurally built to help the profession grow.
 The Director-General added that the ACT is a decentralised system, with a lot of autonomy sitting with the principals, who are expected to be aware of the needs of their staff.
 A further Directorate official advised that every new educator has a formal probation period, during which they have a supervisor and a mentor. 

Through that probation period they meet several times a term as that collective group to talk about that young educator’s needs, their growth, what they need next, and then that is linked to the TQI assessment as well. At the end of that year not only have they had a great deal of support … through that process but they have also met a certain standard and are able to move on out of probation and graduate into proficiency.

Another Directorate official stated that the long-term induction process and extra support is evidenced in the ACT’s retention rates. The official advised that the turnover rate was approximately three percent, which was half the national average.
 In response to the Committee’s question as to how the ACT compared with other capital cities, the Minister provided information on notice. The Minister advised that turnover rate comparative data is only available at state level. The most recent data available indicates a turnover rate of 2.15 per cent, compared to a national average of 5.72 per cent.
 

Committee Comment
The Committee understands the benefits of having each school approach new teacher support and development in a way that reflects each school’s circumstances. The Committee is also believes that the Education Directorate has made its intentions and requirements clear to those responsible for the induction and development of new teachers. However, the Committee remains concerned that this devolved approach could result in some teachers falling through the cracks, and would like to see more active monitoring of this program.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government conduct an annual survey of teachers who are in their first four years of teaching to determine whether they are receiving an induction commensurate with the Education Directorate’s intent.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government take appropriate action to rectify any shortfalls identified through the annual ‘new teacher survey.’
The Future of Education Conversation

The Committee sought an update on the Future of Education Conversation (the Conversation). The Minister and Directorate officials discussed the launch of the Conversation and advised that, in the first phase of opening and capturing views, all schools have been visited and each school is having the Conversation either using existing mechanisms or trying something new.
 A Directorate official advised that views were being sought from professional associations, community organisations and students, with the Minister’s student congress having already met twice.

The Minister also added that before the Conversation was launched, she established a group of core community partners who would help the Directorate stay on the path and provide expert advice. The Minister stated:

I wanted to make sure in this conversation that it was not the usual group of academics or education experts or curriculum and pedagogy experts; I wanted to make sure that the group had a different kind of perspective around this. They still had expertise in the area but we are really interested in the social justice perspective around the conversation of equity within out schools.

The Minister took the Committee through the planned phases of the Conversation and tabled the first discussion paper that had been released to stimulate discussion around a number of different questions and provided a variety of ways in which people could respond.

The Committee requested a breakdown of how the $546,000 allocated to the project was being spent. The Minister provides that information on notice:

Throughout the first half of 2017 costs associated with establishing the Future of Education program were met internally by the Education Directorate. The Future of Education Election Commitment has been funded at $0.546m over two years. Resourcing will support the establishment of a small team (3 FTE); research design advice; as well as modelling and analysis for key themes emerging from the consultation.

The Committee asked the Minister to clarify what the objective was with the Conversation, and whether it related only to the ACT public school system or the future of education across the board.
 When the Minister advised that it was the education system as a whole and that Catholic and independent schools had been invited to participate in the Conversation, the Committee asked what work was being done amongst those schools.
 The Minister responded that the Education Directorate had put together information for all schools to use, which contained ideas about how the Conversation could happen. The Minister noted that schools were coming up with their own ideas as well.
 A Directorate official advised that she had met directly with the heads of the Association of Independent Schools and the Catholic Education Office, both of which were intending to have student voices as the main vehicle for their contribution to the process.

Performance of Indigenous Students

The Committee sought information about the relative underperformance of Indigenous students in the ACT, as compared with non-Indigenous students in the ACT and Indigenous students in other major cities and what the government was doing to address these differences and reduce the gap.

The Minister and her officials acknowledged that more work was required in that space. A Directorate official outlined a number of broad programs and practices being implemented in schools that would benefit all students, including Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students. These included the Great Teaching by Design framework and the implementation of the Australian curriculum, which includes the cross-curriculum perspective of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander education. The official stated that ‘raising the profile of that, and absolutely working on projects which build the cultural competency in our schools, is one way in which we can actually support our Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students.’

The Directorate official also stated that the ACT has particularly small cohorts, which can impact on the percentages, and that while it wasn’t a reason not to do something about it, the figures could swing either way very quickly.
 The Director-General advised that for the last three years, they had been funding specific action research projects focusing on interventions with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students and measuring the impact of their effectiveness.
 In response to further questioning by the Committee, a Directorate official advised that cultural competency training was available online and in a face-to-face format for both teachers and other employees of the Directorate.

The Committee appreciated the information regarding what the Education Directorate was doing to address the disparity in performance, but sought further detail on why this problem existed. Speaking broadly about performance across all students, the Director-General stated that she couldn’t give an authoritative answer because there isn’t any definitive research on the subject. She emphasised that the ACT remained in the top group of performing jurisdictions if using NAPLAN as a measure.
 However, the Committee reiterated that it was speaking specifically about the performance of Indigenous students.

A Directorate official informed the Committee that one of the hypotheses the Directorate was working on, in partnership with the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority was the influence of the ACT’s public housing design, which is different to every other metropolitan area in Australia. 

One of the hypotheses we have is actually that almost all of our schools are catering for the full range of diversity in our system. So with any class in any given school, a teacher is dealing with children and families who have significant trauma in their background and complicated life settings, and also very aspirational families and students.
 

The Directorate official had taught in the New South Wales system and been a leader in the Northern Territory education system for 15 years, and advised the Committee that the ACT configuration is very different, which is how they had come to that hypothesis and were now working to understand it.

The Committee noted that it would be necessary to have a body of research in order to understand the reason behind the relative underperformance of the system for Indigenous students. The Director-General mentioned the research projects that had been discussed earlier, noting that it would be necessary to draw on a national research project to be able to understand the comparative differences, but what they could invest in the ACT is what is working here and what they do know about their students.

Committee Comment
The Committee acknowledges the difficulties in obtaining a reason for the relative underperformance of Indigenous students in the ACT school system, particularly when jurisdictional comparisons may not be able to be done on a like for like basis. However, the Committee notes that the Directorate is confident that it knows what is working for Indigenous students in the ACT, and would therefore like the Directorate to commit to better outcomes for these students in national benchmarks.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government sets targets for indigenous students’ attendance during NAPLAN testing and report on those targets.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government set clear targets on closing the gap, in percentage points, for each year of NAPLAN and report on those targets.

Union Presentations in ACT Schools

The Committee requested information on the circumstances in which Union officials might be making presentations to students in ACT Government schools. The Deputy Director-General advised that this would occur as part of the Directorate’s comprehensive program preparing students for work experience or employment.
 She stated that:

… we want to ensure that they are going as full informed young workers. That could be as simple as saying, ‘If you are sick, you need to call your employer and let them know that you cannot get to work that day,” going right the way through to understanding their work health and safety rights and obligations when they go into the workplace.

In response to a Question Taken on Notice, the Minister subsequently advised that, to date, Unions ACT has presented the Workplace, Health and Safety presentation to students at the following schools:

· Lake Tuggeranong College

· UC High School Kaleen

· Lanyon High School

· Gungahlin College

· Alfred Deakin High School

· Calwell High School

· Harrison School

· Melrose High School

· Namadgi School

The Committee asked what conditions are placed upon third parties entering a school to give a presentation about promoting their organisation and membership of it. The Deputy Director-General advised that ‘[u]sually the party at the school, be it the principal, the leadership team or the teacher who has particularly asked them to come in, gives them quite a briefing as to the scope of the work and makes it very clear that it is not particularly promoting a particular product or orientation; it is about the facts.’
 

In relation to this issue, the Committee relayed to the Minister and her officials that correspondence had been received indicating that a union giving a presentation at Campbell High School on 13 June 2017 had spoken at length about union membership and handed out promotional material relating to joining the organisation. The Committee asked if that was acceptable in public schools. The Committee was provided, on notice, with information about the Workers’ Right and Responsibilities program including a content overview and was advised that Unions ACT Youth ‘is the main presenter of this program.’
 The Committee pressed the Directorate for an answer on whether it was acceptable for that to happen in an ACT school but did not receive one.

Committee Comment
The Committee accepts the value in providing programs that assist students to prepare for the workforce. The Committee believes it is in the public interest for information to be made available about which groups and entities are presenting to ACT schools on a regular basis, and for what purpose. 

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government publish a list of approved groups and entities who deliver educational programs in ACT schools on a regular basis, including an outline of programs being delivered.

Safe Schools Programs

The Committee requested information on how the Woden School has adapted elements of the safe schools program to the complex learning environment. The Minister clarified that the original safe schools program had been discontinued due to a funding change by the Commonwealth government and that ‘when we talk about a safe schools program being operated in a school, it is not so much that a course was delivered but more that a student, a parent, a family member or a teacher had contacted safe schools to get support for a circumstance at a particular time.’
 The Minister also advised that Sexual Health and Family Planning ACT (SHFPACT) also runs programs that are separate from safe schools.
 Further, a Directorate official noted that the Australian curriculum provides for schools to talk with children and young people about developing their identity in general.

The Minister and her officials provided general information about how schools had been utilising these various services to provide specific programs for their schools. The Committee pressed the Minister on the specific details of the aspects of the safe schools program that were implemented at the Woden School. A Directorate official agreed to provide the information on notice. The Minister subsequently advised that the Safe Schools Program is not run at the Woden School, and that the school had accessed the Schools Disability Program provided by SHFPACT and the program resource ‘So Safe.’

The Committee discussed at length with the Minister and her officials how the new safe schools program would operate and differ from the original program. A Directorate official advised that the new Commonwealth government program was expected to be available in the second semester of 2017, and she had not yet seen the program resources so could not say exactly how it would differ from the original program.
 The Minister stated:

… the name is going to change as well, to make it clearer for the ACT community. So that it meets the needs of ACT schools in the ACT community, that it will not be defined as a program, because that implies that you are delivering a class or a program on something. This is a support service, I suppose, more than anything, for teachers and school principals, and parents even , to get in touch, to get advice on how they can support their student but also other students in the schools, to ensure that that school is an inclusive environment no matter how you identify or what your sexual identity is.

Disability Education in Public Schools

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following matters:

· transport for students with a disability;

· learning support assistants;
 and

· funding for educational opportunities and services for students with autism spectrum disorder.


Key Issues

Learning Support Assistants

The Committee discussed the funding and function of Learning Support Assistants (LSAs) with the Minister and Directorate officials. Responding to a question about the qualifications of LSAs, a Directorate official advised that specific qualifications are not mandatory, but many people came to the role with prior qualifications. These included people with qualifications in education support, or disability education support specifically, and allied health assistance. The official advised that the Directorate is working with CIT to deliver a number of components of a certificate IV specifically for LSAs.

The Directorate official elaborated on the role of the LSAs as being one way to address the needs of students with a disability. The LSA’s support the students, rather than the teachers. The LSA might support the student for part of the day inside or outside of the classroom, with a particular subject or for a particular activity.

The Minister spoke about the partnership between Melba Copland High School and the Canberra Raiders under-20s. She advised that around three or four of the players obtained the qualification to become an LSA and were working for the school as LSAs. The Minister stated that this relationship was beneficial to the school and to the players as well. In response to a question from the Committee about whether, given the success of this partnership, there were others that the Directorate was considering, the Minister advised that the schools tended to reach out and do that work themselves, but there would be other schools who would be interested in such a partnership.
 The Deputy Director-General added that ‘it is often driven by the individual circumstances of the particular school’ and [t]he leadership teams work with those organisations that are best suited to their cohort of students.’

Committee Comment
The Committee sees real value in encouraging these partnerships, both for the students and for community engagement. The Committee accepts that these types of relationships must develop organically and be appropriate to the needs of the school and the students. However, the Committee would like to see the Education Directorate find ways to promote the development of these partnerships.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government investigate options for encouraging more members of the community to become Learning Support Assistants.
Students with Autism Spectrum Disorder
The Committee sought information on the educational opportunities and services provided to students with autism spectrum disorder. A Directorate official emphasised that:

The most important thing about it is that every student is considered as an individual. We do not think about the diagnosis as much as we think about the needs, the function, the behaviours they have, and how we can support that student best.

The official discussed the general support structure available for students with autism spectrum disorder, noting the use of learning support units and sensory spaces in schools. Responding to a question about whether a student could be accommodated in a mainstream class if that was the family’s desire, the official stated:

Yes, absolutely. Parents enrol their student, their child, in a school setting that they feel is appropriate, and then the supports are put in around that, rather than having us pick a place and the family fitting with it.

Further, the official confirmed that students in a learning support unit could transition to a mainstream classroom or could participate in mainstream classes for specific subjects or activities.

Non-Government School Education

Matters Considered 

The Committee considered the following matters:

· funding of non-government schools;

· The Canberra Islamic School;

· home-educated students;

· reporting requirements of non-government schools;
 and

· land for non-government schools.


Key Issues

Funding of Non-Government Schools

The Committee sought detail on how the funding level is determined between the ACT Government and non-government schools. The Minister and a Directorate official noted that the arrangements would change under the Commonwealth government’s new policy and funding model.
 However, the official advised that under the current arrangements, there is a level of funding per student and then additional funding is applied to a school that is below standard, to help the school reach the standard. The official stated that the ACT Government commits $1 in $3, with the Commonwealth government committing the remainder.
 In response to further questions about how that figure is calculated, the official advised:

…there are two concepts. There is the funding share … and then a different standard for every school in Australia, depending on the relative need. The average ACT Government funding share to our non-government schools is between 24 and 25 percent of the total public funding. The there is a resourcing standard that says whether that funding should be increasing or gradually decreasing. Both of those elements mean that every school has a different arrangement, effectively, but we just follow the rules, use the spreadsheet and make the payments.

The Committee asked what the arrangement for the Commonwealth funding model would be under the new legislation. The Directorate official stated that the ‘declared intent is to minimise the extra deals that have been made in the current arrangements … and bring everyone into line as closely as possible with an equal percentage….’
 In terms of the split of Commonwealth and ACT Government funding, the official advised that there were transitional arrangements over the next four years:
But the overall goal is that all non-government sectors in Australia will transition to a funding share split of 80 per cent from the Commonwealth and 20 per cent from the state or territory government. That is the overall goal. Then there is the overall goal for government schools as well, which is the reverse of 80-20.

In response to further questions from the Committee, the official confirmed that funding was just for the student resource standard.

Home-Educated Students

Committee sought information on home-educated students in the ACT; in particular, the number, the curriculum requirements and outcomes, and the government’s role in registration and monitoring. A Directorate official advised that as at the beginning of May 2017, there were 286 ACT resident students registered for home education.
 The official also advised that the students do not have to follow the same curriculum offered in schools, that [t]he parents are required to ensure that they provide a suitable and high quality education for their child, but it does not specify exactly how that must be met.’

The Directorate official stated that the Directorate is responsible for registering the child, but does not have a role in ongoing monitoring or support of the home education process. The Directorate aims to complete provisional registration of a child within ten days. Six months after that the child is fully registered, and then re-registered every two years. The official advised that during the re-registration process, the Directorate contacts the parents and reviews the program they have been offering, but does not speak to the child individually.

The parents are required to submit a report to the Directorate annually, and in response to questions from the Committee about the form and content of the report, the Directorate official advised:

Often the parent will provide a lot of detail about the curriculum they have covered, the basis for the curriculum they have provided to the student, the type of assessment they have done, how they feel the student has progressed throughout the year, and also any issues they might have identified. It will be somewhat like a student report, but it will be in a free-hand type of format, with the parent capturing their experience of the education process over the year.

The official stated that the Directorate is required to ensure the report has been provided and that no significant issues were identified in the report.
 

The Committee asked what reasons parents give for educating their children at home. The Directorate official outlined a variety of reasons, including physical and mental illness, special needs such as ASD, ADHD and physical disabilities, giftedness, and philosophical reasons.
 In response to questions, the official advised that a number of students come back into the school system throughout schooling. This included some at transition points, particularly into senior secondary, and others where there has been a change in circumstances, such as special needs requirements.

The Committee asked whether home-educated students could obtain an ATAR. The Minister subsequently advised, on notice, that home-educated students can gain an ATAR or university admission in the following ways:

· By studying for the NSW HSC through the Karabar Distance Education Centre. The ATAR is equivalent to those gained by students who complete the ACT Senior Secondary Certificate. The ACT does not have an online or distance education centre.

· They can enrol in an ACT college for their final two years of school in the ACT. This is a common pathway for students who have been home schooled to year 10 and wish to have an ACT Senior Secondary Certificate and an ATAR.

· They can approach universities individually to find out what provision they have for non ATAR entry. Non ATAR entry comprises more than 50 per cent of all university admissions.

Committee Comment
The Committee understands that the Education Directorate’s responsibilities towards home-educated students is limited under the Education Act 2004. The Committee was surprised however that parents of home-educated children are required to provide a report and documentation to the Education Directorate, but the Directorate is not required or empowered to take any action on issues identified in the report.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government conduct an analysis of home-education requirements in other jurisdictions, with a view to determining whether the ACT’s approach is consistent or could be improved.

Land for Non-Government Schools
The Committee questioned the Minister and her officials about the provision of land for non –government schools, in Molonglo in particular. A Directorate official advised that ‘the model is for an expression of interest followed by a request for tender process for land for non-government schools.’
 The expression of interest documents were being prepared for a piece of land in north Wright, and this would likely be followed by a process for a site in Ginninderry.

The Committee sought information about the Directorate’s role in determining where land should become available for non-government schools, and how that related to the modelling done for government school enrolment numbers. The Directorate official explained:

We start with the modelling. We look at the population changes across the ACT, we look at the land release programs, and we look at changes in the affiliation rate between government and non-government and get a sense of what is coming in terms of the numbers of kids over the next few years. Then we work with the other directorates … and with the joint developers.

The Directorate then physically assesses the development site, how flat it is, what is located nearby, what are the transport plans and where is the most appropriate location for a school.

The Committee asked about the Directorate’s role in relation to sites in established areas. The Directorate official advised that if a government-owned site became available for a community purpose, then the expression of interest and request for tender process would be applied to enable proposals for a non-government school. If a non-government school acquired private land, then it would follow the processes outlined in the Education Act 2004 for getting the school registered. In both circumstances, the Directorate would conduct an assessment of the impact of the school on any other schools in the area.

The Committee asked whether the Directorate attempts to keep a ratio of public enrolment to non-government enrolment, and was advised that it did not, but that the Directorate keeps a watch on changes in affiliation. Asked whether the waiting lists for non-government schools were taken into consideration as part of that, the Directorate official advised that he had asked for the waiting lists a number of times but had been told that they were commercially sensitive and not released to anyone.

The Directorate official also mentioned that approximately 12 or 13 per cent of students in non-government schools came from across the border. The Committee asked about the funding arrangements for those students and was advised that the ACT Government bears the cost of the territory or state contribution.
 The Minister clarified however that ACT students are considered first for enrolment, and then students who come from other regions.

The Committee was advised, on notice, that the exact figures of cross-border enrolments are as follows:
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Schooling Sector Public CEOCG | Independent | Total
Pﬂreschool '8; - 29 - 37 - '147
Primary 634 559 514 1,707
High 599 723 1,036 2,358
College 480 293 460 1,233
Total 1,794 1,604 2,047 5,445





Advice from the NSW Government is that in 2016 there were 208 students in NSW schools that hold an ACT address. The NSW advice does not assign these students to specific schools, either public or non-government.

10  Community Services Directorate
Introduction

The Community Services Directorate Budget Statement for 2017-2018 states that the Directorate helps all Canberrans to fulfil their potential, take advantage of the social and economic opportunities on offer, and make a valued contribution to our community. It outlines the nature of its services as follows:

The Directorate is responsible for portfolios spanning many aspects of people’s lives. These include housing, community services and social inclusion, women, disability, children and youth, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander affairs, multicultural affairs, and veterans and seniors.

The non-government sector is a key partner of the Directorate. As this sector assumes more responsibility for the delivery of services the Directorate is strengthening its regulatory functions through the Office of the Human Services Registrar. The Directorate also works in partnership with other human service areas of ACT Government. 

The Directorate is committed to recognising the stage of life and circumstances of its clients in order to facilitate an outcome that is focused on their needs. The areas where the Directorate targets its work can be described as: access and information services, prevention and early intervention services, intensive support, and statutory protection services for children and young people. The Directorate also has whole of government responsibilities for social inclusion policy and program development.

The Directorate provides services through the following Output Classes:

· Output Class 1: National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS) Implementation comprises the following outputs:

· Output 1.1: National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS) Implementation

· Output Class 2: Strategy, Participation and Early Intervention Services comprises the following outputs:

· Output 2.1: Early Intervention Services

· Output 2.2: Child Development Service

· Output 2.3: Community Participation 

· Output 2.4: Office for Disability

· Output 2.5: Service Design, Policy and Accountability

· Output 2.6 Quality and Human Services Regulation

· Output Class 3: Child and Youth Protection Services comprises the following output:

· Output 3.1: Child and Youth Protection Services. 

The Committee also considered the budget statement for Housing ACT under Output Class 1: Social Housing Services, Output 1.1 Social Housing Services.

Changes to Output Classes
Output Class 2: Strategy, Participation and Early Intervention Services has been expanded to include an additional 3 outputs. The new outputs include Output 2.4: Office for Disability, Output 2.5: Service Design, Policy and Accountability and Output 2.6 Quality and Human Services Regulation.

Ministerial Responsibility
Ministerial responsibility for the work of the Directorate is divided across three Ministers. On Thursday, 22 June 2017, the Committee met with Ms Stephen-Smith MLA, Minister for Community Services and Social Inclusion, Minister for Disability, Children and Youth, Minister for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs and Minister for Multicultural Affairs. The Committee also met with Ms Berry MLA, Minister for Women, and Minister for Housing and Suburban Development; and Mr Ramsay MLA, Minister for Veterans and Seniors.
National Disability Insurance Scheme Implementation and Office for Disability

The Committee considered Output 1.1 NDIS Implementation and Output 2.4: Office for Disability at the same time.

Budget Papers provide:

The NDIS trial for eligible participants in the ACT began on 1 July 2014 over a three year period ending 2016-17. In 2017-18 and 2018 -19, the ACT will be in transition to the full scheme through to 2019-20.

The territory funding for specialist disability services, therapy services and early intervention will be provided to the Commonwealth as part of the commitment between the Commonwealth and the ACT as set out in the Bilateral Agreement for the transition to the NDIS.

The ongoing commitment to people with disability in the ACT will be supported by the territory during the final transition period into the NDIS. Responsibility for the accountability of service provision under the scheme will rest with the Commonwealth.
 

In relation to the Office for Disability, the Budget Papers provide:

The Office for Disability promotes social inclusion and community participation of people with disability through: supporting the implementation of the NDIS; progressing the objectives of the National Disability Strategy including better access to justice; implementing the Connect and Participate Expo and the Companion Card; establishing the Community Organisations Access Grant program to provide increased opportunities for people with disability to participate in mainstream community activities; promote International Day of People with Disability; and support the Disability Reference Group, the ACT Inclusion Council and the Chief Minister’s Inclusion Awards.

Matters Considered
The Committee considered the following matters:

· rollout of the NDIS and role of the Office for Disability;

· funding for community organisations that fall outside the scope of the NDIS;

· funding for school transport services;

· community organisations access grant program;
 and

· use of restrictive practices.

Key Issues

NDIS and Role of ACT Government Agencies 

The Committee asked about the Office of Disability, and its ability to advocate for people living in the ACT with the National Disability Insurance Agency (NDIA).
 The Committee heard that the Office of Disability can provide information about services available to help with individual plan reviews, and that the Directorate has also advocated individually for some individuals who have difficulty communicating with the NDIA.
 

The Minister acknowledged that some people in the ACT have struggled with seeking a review of their first plan, or being unaware that a review has taken place until it concluded and then finding the new plan unsatisfactory.
 The Committee heard that the NDIA is responding to feedback in this regard. The Minister told the Committee:

Those issues have been recognised by the Disability Reform Council and now by the new NDIA board. They have been doing significant work around improving the participant pathway.

A Directorate official told the Committee that the ACT is advocating at a systemic level in relation to these concerns through a series of working groups reporting to the Disability Reform Council.

The Committee asked if the Office for Disability will continue to operate after 2019. The Committee heard that it will as the ACT will continue to provide over half of NDIS funding to the NDIA once the NDIS is fully implemented, and secondly, there is an ongoing role for advocacy in relation to the ACT relationship with the NDIA. Finally, the Committee heard that there will be the ongoing task to improve the interface between the existing health system, mainstream services and the NDIS.

Funding for Community Organisations 

The Committee sought information on the transition of community organisations that do not fall within the ambit of NDIS funding.
 The Committee heard the ACT Government has provided support to local organisations in a number of ways including negotiating with the Commonwealth for bridging funding whilst awaiting the outcome of grant processes, and extending current funding to allow organisations to consider alternative funding sources or prepare for the next round of grants once finding that they were unsuccessful in the first round of grants. 

The Minister informed the Committee that in relation to the first round of linkage grants:

Indeed, we should acknowledge that the ILC [Information, Linkages and Capacity Building] funding round that was recently announced delivered $2.9 million in support to the ACT compared to the $1.3 million that was delivered during the year of transition. It is a significant increase in support in that part of the disability space. 

The Committee then asked about the ACT Government strategy for supporting disability organisations that are not eligible for NDIS with particular reference to the Canberra & Queanbeyan ADD Support Group.
 The Committee heard that in this case, a small grant through the sector development funding can be provided to enable them to decide, in conjunction with their board, what their future is going to look like. The board needs to make a decision about their future: whether they merge, amalgamate or wrap up. 

The Committee later asked about transitional support in a more general perspective. In response the Minister told the Committee:

As the Chief Minister said, it is frustrating to have made this transition to the NDIS with tripartisan support and then have an expectation that, with anything that does not successfully transition to the NDIS, we knew it was going to create a new marketplace, and, in the marketplace, some things will continue and other things will not. That is part of giving people choice and control. With the expectation that we would pick up and fund everything that does not continue, if it does not continue as a result of the transition to the NDIS marketplace, we are not going to be able to meet that expectation. At the same time we are going to take every situation on its merits and consider whether there is a case for the ACT Government to provide some kind of ongoing support or support that organisation to transition to another existing funding source. 

Committee Comment

The Committee acknowledges that any transition involving the scale and scope of the NDIS is bound to be challenging, particularly in relation to the development of a new market. However, the Committee is not assured that community organisations that were identified as ‘not fitting the mould’ for NDIS funding have been provided with the information and support they need throughout the transition period, nor are their contributions to the Territory being fully valued by the ACT Government.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government write to the National Disability Insurance Agency and request that feedback be provided to unsuccessful ACT applicants for Information Linkages and Capacity building grants.

The Committee recommends that the Minister for Community Services work with other relevant directorates to develop a clear strategy to ensure ongoing support for community groups in the allied health and disability sectors who are unable to access funds under the National Disability Insurance Scheme framework , but who nevertheless provide valuable services to the disabled and wider ACT community and have done so for many years.

Early Intervention and Child Development Services
The Committee considered Output 2.1 Early Intervention Services, and 2.2 Child Development Services together.

Budget Papers provide that Output 2.1 includes the provision of early intervention and prevention services through a universal platform with targeted services for vulnerable families. Services provided include parenting information available on-line and through parenting tip sheets, sustained home visiting, parenting advice and support services, specialist clinical services, community development and community education. Services are delivered by community organisations or in partnership with other agencies, local community organisations and service providers.
 

In relation to Output 2.2 Child Development Service, the Budget Papers state that the Child Development Service has a focus on early identification and early intervention and provides assessment, referral, information and linkages for children 0-6 living in the ACT, where there are concerns relating to their development. Autism assessments are provided for children up to 12 years. Children 7-8 years with complex needs who have not had a previous assessment by allied health professionals can access the service. 

Matters Considered
Under Strategy, Participation and Early Intervention Services the Committee considered the following matters:

· relationship between Therapy ACT and the Child Development Service; 
 

· autism assessments;

· reorganised budget outputs and reporting lines within the Directorate; 

· availability of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander services; 
 and

· outreach services. 
 

Key Issues

Child Development Service and the NDIS

The Committee asked if the Child Development Service would be affected by the NDIS rollout.
 They heard that the Child Development Service was established to continue assisting mainstream support services, not respond to the NDIS implementation.
 Rather, the primary objective was to provide early identification of children aged between nought and six who require a multi-disciplinarily assessment and then provide an integrated early intervention service that can transition to the NDIS smoothly if needed. The Committee heard that the service acts as an early intervention hub for families to access services and identifies needs for children at risk of a delay. This is significantly different to the role of the NDIS. The Committee heard that as some children are referred to the NDIA early childhood intervention partner the physical co-location of these services is helpful in this regard.

The Committee enquired about the budget seemingly appearing to reduce funding in relation to this output despite hours of service increasing for the Child Development Service.
 The Committee heard that there had been a change since last year’s budget in relation to Outputs, with additional Outputs included this year to breakdown categories more accurately. There has been no reduction in funding for the operation of the Service.

Committee Comment

The Committee commends the work that the Child Development Service is doing and encourages the government to take a proactive step in marketing this service for families in Canberra to ensure that families are aware of the relationship between this service and the new NDIA service.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Community Services Directorate takes steps to publicise the functions of the Child Development Service that are co-located with the Childhood Early Intervention Service at Holder.

School Bus Transport 

The Committee asked about the transition to the NDIS and school transport for children with a disability, noting that funding increases for this service each year over the next four years, despite the transition to the NDIS. 
 

Directorate officials told the Committee that:

The NDIA have a strategy of making sure that the market is ready to take on all types of supports and services and generally in approaching complex areas such as special needs transport, as we call it, having a national approach to implement that as a cashed-out service. In reality what is happening is that we are providing that support as an in-kind service. That is why it appears as it does. There is a plan to formulate a national structure to enable the NDIA to take responsibility for transport nationally, and it is anticipated that it will be cashed out by January 2020. 
 

The official went on to say:

Each jurisdiction has different eligibility rules and criteria. The ACT contract needs to be renewed and needs to be in place to be able to provide those services until it is actually cashed out. The cashing-out situation is under negotiation at the senior level. There are a lot of complexities, and there is a lot in the media, especially in Victoria, about whether it should, in fact, be part of the NDIS or not because of its complexity. We will continue to provide that service until there is a national decision about moving it into the NDIS as a cashed-out component. 

Committee Comment

The Committee considers the school transport service essential to many in Canberra and encourages the government to continue providing the service for families, despite the complexity of funding with the NDIS. 

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide assurance to parents of children who require special student transport that this service will continue to be delivered.

Services for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Families

The Committee asked about the services available for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander families in the Child and Family Centres.
 

A Directorate official told the Committee that there are a number of specific Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander programs operating across all Centres in the ACT, and in addition, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander families can access all mainstream services if they wish.

In relation to specific services, the Committee heard about the Growing Healthy Families program which uses a community development approach and is currently operating in three Child and Family Centres. The program focuses on parents’ strength, health, education, parenting and family supports, and also provides advocacy and linkage services. 
 

The Committee heard how the program operates in Gungahlin:

The growing healthy families coordinators worked with the Child and Family Centre and families in the Gungahlin region to create a playgroup that is called the deadly bubs playgroup. The group runs on a weekly basis at the Gungahlin Child and Family Centre during the school term. We partnered with the Smith Family to develop that. It is attended by speech therapists and an occupational therapist. An NDIS representative participates, and also Gugan Gulwan participates. It is a good example of how services operate together in a place-based way to provide those services that are suitable for that particular community. 

The Committee also heard briefly that Growing Healthy Families is just one program and in Gungahlin and West Belconnen there are a number of other specific Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander programs including a boys group, homework club, various playgroups, leadership group and strong women’s group, and art groups.

Child and Youth Protection Services

Output 3 includes the provision of statutory care and protection and youth justice services aimed at improving and promoting the safety and the wellbeing of children, young people, their families and the community. 

Matters Considered
Under Child and Youth Protection Services, the Committee considered the following matters:

· cost of child protection services;

· choice of school for children in care;

· Step Up for our Kids reforms;

· Quality Assurance for child protection services;
 

· supports for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander families;

· supports for carers;

· Public Advocate funding;

· matters relating to the operation of Bimberi ;
 and

· legislative review of the Working with Vulnerable People Act 2011.

Key Issues

Contractual Arrangements Regarding ‘ACT Together’ Consortium 

The Committee asked the Minister why over $8 million of increased funding had been accounted for child and youth protection services in the Budget and if this reflects an additional need for residential care services.
 

The Minister informed the Committee that there are two elements influencing the increased budget provision; the first is that the new contract for child protection services (including early intervention) changes the way daily care costs are calculated, and secondly, the budget includes funds that were provided as a supplement last financial year as a result of additional young people requiring assistance.
 

The Committee sought clarification in regard to the new contractual arrangements and heard that:

The idea of putting the continuum of care together into one service funding agreement is so that whichever organisation became responsible for the care of a child was responsible no matter what challenges were placed before them, whether it was light touch or there needed to be significant effort to support the child and the placement. The purpose behind that was to allow our sector partners to intervene early into placements to prevent placements breakdown. It also promoted the capability for our sector partners to innovate about more intensive forms of family-based care that they might be able to provide that would prevent the flow into residential care. 

Probably the keystone element of the continuum of care is, in fact, in the service funding agreement where we negotiated a flat fee, and the flat fee does not discriminate what type of care a child receives. It is a flat fee per placement. This incentivises the consortium in this case to act early to prevent escalation into the residential care end of the continuum.

The Committee also heard that whilst numbers of children in residential care are falling, there continues to be increased demand overall, which is the primary cost driver. 
 

The Committee also learnt that there was approximately $2 million allocated to assist the transition to the flat fee structure:

That was to assist people who were already in a funding arrangement with the agency to continue the funding arrangement at that level until we transferred to the flat fee arrangements. There is a bit of that, and there are a couple of other costs associated with workers’ compensation and things like that which are packed in as overheads and which has pushed that total budget for the year up slightly.

Committee Comment

The Committee acknowledges that the new ACT Together contractual arrangements have been operating for a year and are now in a position where trends in outcomes data can be analysed. The Committee considers it important for the Assembly and the community to be fully aware of outcomes and trends moving forward to ensure that our most vulnerable Canberrans are getting the assistance they require.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government report quarterly to the ACT Legislative Assembly on the progress made in reducing the need for out-of-home care places.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government report to the ACT Legislative Assembly on the following:

Which data and factors were considered when making the decision to merge early intervention and prevention programs and child protection into a new Children, Youth and Families Service;

What it understands to be the drivers behind the surge in need for out-of-home care places, as well as specific measures that it is using to reduce this demand; and
Details on how the 2017–18 funding for the Child Protection System will be expended, as well as required reporting and accountability targets.

Bimberi Funding and Operation

The Committee asked why funding has increased for Bimberi despite the number of detainee days decreasing.

 The Committee heard that a certain capacity is required to maintain the operation of the centre,
 and provide scalability for a surge potential with a fully trained casual workforce.
 

The Committee learnt that in the first half of this year there has been a relative surge in the number of occupants in relation to offences which are attracting significant custodial time. The Budget, and a fully trained casual staff, allows the Directorate to respond appropriately to such surges in demand.

The Directorate explained that whilst this year’s Budget allows approximately $550,000 extra in funding, the 2016-17 financial year sought approximately $700,000 in supplementary funds from Treasury.

The Committee also asked about the education programs available to detainees in Bimberi. 

The Committee heard that the education program in Bimberi is undertaken by the Education Directorate and is operated as a separate school. The program offers bespoke programs to acknowledge that the young people in Bimberi mostly do not have a history of healthy engagement with school learning, and that they arrive with a certain amount of uncertainty about how long they will be there.
 

The Directorate explained that each young person will have some literacy and numeracy screening upon entry to determine their needs, and there is an expectation that everyone goes to school. The program follows that of a generic school program with terms and holidays and electives such as art, music, woodwork and metal work. The Committee also learnt that students can participate in work experience offsite, or attend courses at CIT if they meet the security requirements.

Community Participation 

The Committee considered output 2.3 Community Participation; which includes Youth Engagement, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs and Multicultural Affairs.

Budget Papers state that this output provides support and development activities that promote participation, strengthen engagement, foster community relations and build community capacity, including improved access to services.

Matters Considered
The Committee considered the following matters:

· youth unemployment; 

· youth advisory council; 

· youth interact scholarships; 
 

· youth interact grants; 

· Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Agreement;

· Office of the Register of Indigenous Corporations (ORIC) registrations;

· Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Enterprise;
 

· cost of room hire in the Theo Notaras Centre;

· multicultural grants;

· World Refugee Day celebrations;

· refugee welcome zones;
 and

· restructure of the output classes for Community Participation.

Key Issues

Youth Unemployment
The Committee noted that the ACT has a higher youth unemployment rate than adult unemployment rate, and asked if there were any specific measures in the budget to address youth unemployment.

The Minister told the Committee that whilst there are a broad range of measures included in the skills portfolio there is no specific measure in this Budget addressing youth unemployment. The Minister also noted that the Territory does have a jobs pathway initiative for refugees, asylum seekers and new arrivals, many of whom are young people.

The Committee also heard that the Youth Advisory Committee has set its work program and will consider issues relevant to youth and youth employment as a priority this year.
 
Committee Comment

The Committee is concerned about the rate of youth unemployment and strongly encourages the government to consider specific support that may assist young Canberrans seeking employment.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government develop specific initiatives that address youth unemployment and underemployment.

Multicultural Programs

The Committee asked a range of questions relating to the multicultural portfolio. Firstly, the Committee enquired about the new English language program included in the Budget.
 The Committee heard that it is new funding and has been allocated to the Migrant and Refugee Settlement Service (MARSS) and the Multicultural Youth Service and a focus will be ensuring that organisations in this space are working collaboratively.

The Committee then asked about multicultural job brokerage funding that is building on a successful pilot model.
 Directorate officials confirmed that there will be an open tender process undertaken to determine the brokerage provider for this program and the ability to provide trauma informed service will be a factor considered.

The Committee also asked about what support the ACT Government is providing to applicants living in the ACT under the Safe Haven Enterprise visa scheme.
 The Minister informed the Committee that there have been 134 Safe Haven Enterprise applications lodged in the ACT as of 1 March 2017 and 5 temporary protection visa applications have been lodged.
 In relation to support available, the Minister told the Committee that the Office of Multicultural Affairs and Legal Aid try to ensure that all people who are subject to deadlines are supported to apply for the appropriate visa.

The Committee sought information regarding room bookings and costs of hire for space in the Theo Notaras Centre, noting that in the past space was often provided for free and now it is not.

Directorate officials told the Committee that in the past a number of waivers have been granted, whilst now there is an effort to enforce the booking fee arrangement that has been in place for a significant period.

Committee Comment

The Committee is encouraged to hear that the English program is being expanded and that the Safe Haven Enterprise Visa program is successfully operating in the ACT. However, the Committee is concerned at the lack of accountability measures surrounding both of these programs and considers specific accountability measures important to assess the impact and success of these programs over the next three years.

The Committee also notes the changed approach to waiving booking fees for the Theo Notaras Centre. Whilst the Committee appreciates that with revenue declining there is a need to comply with the standard booking fees according to the policy, the Committee encourages the government to be mindful of organisations that may be prohibited from accessing that and other spaces in Canberra due to the cost of room hire.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the ACT Legislative Assembly with an accountability target for the number of asylum seekers and refugees to be served by the new job brokering service and then report on the success of this program.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide the ACT Legislative Assembly with an accountability target for the number of migrants to be served by the expanded English language program and then report on the success of this program.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government continue to support affordable access to public spaces, including the Theo Notaras Centre and school halls, for community groups.

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Agreement

The Committee asked about what aspects of the current Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Agreement will be implemented this financial year.
 The Director-General confirmed that finalising the Outcomes Framework that sits along side the agreement is the current priority.
 

The Minister also highlighted the new $25,000 seed funding grants available to new and emerging Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander controlled organisations. This funding links to the objectives of the Agreement to foster and support Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander controlled organisations and ensure solutions are moving closer to community.

The Committee then asked about plans for the next Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Agreement as the current version expires in 2018. The Minister informed the Committee that the conversation about next steps will not take place until after the Elected Body elections in July. The Minister wants to establish what the priorities are in relation to reviewing the current agreement, a new agreement or a treaty process undertaken, for the local community and go from there. 

Committee Comment

The Committee notes that elections for the Elected Body are currently being held and acknowledges that the ACT continues to be the only jurisdiction in Australia with such a body. The Committee also notes that to continue leading the way forward on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander affairs the government may want to examine how other jurisdictions manage funding and reporting to ensure cross-portfolio outcomes. 

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government provide a separate annexe to the Budget papers that details Indigenous progress for relevant output classes/accountability indicators.

The Committee recommends that the appropriate directorate set and report to the Legislative Assembly on the Elected Body’s budget allocation each year including additional spending during the triennial election year.

The Committee recommends that future Select Committees on Estimates consider holding separate hearings on cross-portfolio Indigenous matters so that all matters pertaining to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders are responded to appropriately and with transparency. The Committee notes this approach is used in other jurisdictions. 

Veterans and Seniors

The Budget Papers identify supporting veterans, in particular those transitioning out of the Defence Force, linking veterans with opportunities and having an advocacy role with the Commonwealth Government as a priority in 2017-18.

It also prioritises promoting an age-friendly city to ensure that people aged 60 years and over are included and supported to participate in the community life of the ACT; this includes addressing elder abuse by raising awareness and providing support is highlighted under Social Inclusion and Connected Communities.

Matters Considered
Under Output Class 2, Output 2.3 Community Participation (Ageing), the Committee considered the following matters:

· Sussex Inlet RSL matter;

· support for veterans leaving the Defence Force; 

· veterans and seniors grants; 

· effect of house and land rates on veterans; 

· rebates and concession available to veterans; 
 and

· advisory council and consultations. 

Key Issues

Separating Veterans 

The Committee asked about support available for veterans transitioning out of the Defence Force. 
 The Committee heard that the Directorate is provided with some information regarding separating veterans:

From their postcodes at the time that they separated, there were 1,031 people who separated and were at that time residing in the ACT. Of those, there were 851 men and 180 women. That is what we know at the point that they separated. Of course, we do not have information on men or women who separated in other jurisdictions and subsequently moved to the ACT or on those who were residing here at the time they separated and then moved away.

Of those 1,031 people, nearly half were engaged in the Australian Defence Force for up to 15 years, so for a large proportion of their career. There were about 11.5 per cent who were in the Australian Defence Force for up to five years. Most of that 50 per cent were in the Defence Force for between six and 15 years.

In relation to ACT specific priorities, the Minister told the Committee he wants to examine how to make the transition into employment with the ACT Public Service a positive and easy one.

The Minister told the Committee that the Veterans Advisory Council was expanded early in 2017 to ensure a broad link between veterans in the ACT and the ACT Government. The Council is to be appointed later this year and they will consider employment as a priority.
 
Grants

The Committee heard about the new grants open to veterans. Directorate officials told the Committee that a grant round of $80,000 was open to seniors and veterans earlier this year. The Committee heard that it was the first time that the grant round was open to veterans, and only a small proportion of applications related to veterans. Four grants to veteran organisations were provided.

Committee Comment

The Committee is encouraged to hear about the expanded Veterans Advisory Council and encourages the government to ensure its open and transparent operation.

The Committee notes that the needs of veterans and seniors are very different and that this can be much better reflected in program operation and budget measures.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government outline the appointment process and criteria for membership to the Veterans Advisory Council.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensure that meeting times for the Veterans Advisory Council be published, that the minutes be published, and that there be an open means for stakeholder groups and, where possible, members of the public contribute.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government establish a grants program, similar to the seniors program, specifically to assist veterans and veterans’ groups. 

In recognition that not all veterans are seniors, the Committee recommends that the ACT Government develop programs specifically aimed at veterans of all ages to provide services for veterans and their families.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government establish an online presence to assist veterans to source and apply for programs for veterans, separate from seniors.

The Committee recommends that ACT Government expenditure providing services for veterans be a separate line item of the budget, with programs and funding clearly separated from the seniors’ portfolio.

Women

Strategic Objective 5 provides that CSD works to enhance the status of women and girls in the ACT and to create a community where they are safe, healthy, equally represented, and valued for their contribution to society. This is achieved through the implementation of the ACT Women’s Plan and the Prevention of Violence against Women and Children Strategy. This is also achieved through targeted women’s programs such as grant and leadership programs for women and girls, International Women’s Day and Violence Prevention Awards, and the application of women’s safety assessments to ACT funded events and environment design in urban planning.

Matters Considered
Under Output Class 2.2 Community Participation (Women), the Committee considered the following matters:

· budget consultations with the Office for Women Consultation;

· Ministerial Advisory Council on Women; 
 

· gender analysis of Budget; 

· STEM and male dominated trades; 

· Women Boards Register; 

· women feeling safe at night; 

· Women’s Safety Map; 
 and

· safety assessments at Canberra Events. 

Committee Comment

The Committee notes that a number of recommendations in relation to women and families are contained in Chapter 7 of this Report: Justice and Community Safety Directorate.
Housing ACT

Output 1.1 provides for the provision of safe, affordable and appropriate housing that supports tenants to sustain their housing long term, and in particular through: 

· assessing eligibility for housing, priority and their support needs; 

· allocating appropriate housing to eligible applicants and community housing providers and other community sector support providers that best meets their needs; and 

· managing the tenancies and managing the public housing property portfolio to ensure that it best meets the needs of tenants. 

Providing funding and support to homelessness and community housing service providers to address homelessness and provide sustainable long term housing options.

Matters Considered
Under Output Class 1.1 Social Housing Services, the Committee considered the following matters:

· Common Ground 2;

· Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander older persons home; 

· public housing tenants vacating premises; 

· costs following death of public housing tenants; 

· complaints against public housing tenants; 

· Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander housing availability;

· proportion of housing for those with greatest need – factors included in assessment;
 

· satisfaction rates;

· average time on waiting list;

· how many public housing tenants paying full market rate;
 and

· Onelink and emergency accommodation options.

Handling of Complaints

The Committee asked about how complaints are handled in relation to antisocial behaviour.
 The Directorate provided some content stating that out of 164,300 public housing properties there were only 420 antisocial behaviour complaints lodged last year.

The Official told the Committee:

Even though they are a small percentage of the overall Canberra community in terms of that complaint number, we expect our tenants, just like private renters, to abide by their tenancy agreements under the Residential Tenancies Act, which is the same for private renters as it is for public tenants. We believe that everybody deserves the right to enjoy their home in peace and quiet. I think that is the language that is used in the actual legislation. But we understand that because we have a vulnerable cohort—in terms of our allocations, 97 per cent of our stock is allocated to those who have complex and high needs—we will have behaviours that we do need to support. 

The Committee then heard that there is an established process that Housing ACT works through with tenants and those that make a complaint to find a mutually agreeable solution.
 

Committee Comment

The Committee notes that there is a strong relationship between the Housing ACT portfolio and Public Housing Renewal portfolio. The Committee notes that a number of recommendations have been made in relation the renewal of public housing stock in Chapter 8 of this Report: EPSDD. 

The Committee considers it useful for a greater breakdown of information to be provided in relation to complaints and maintenance. This information is useful for forward planning and developing appropriate policy responses to ongoing issues.

The Committee notes that the Community Services Directorate (CSD) defines Social Housing as follows:

Social Housing incorporates Public Housing, Community Housing and Affordable Housing, offering low cost housing for people on low and moderate incomes, and/or for groups whose housing needs are not adequately met in other forms of housing.

The CSD website also explains that ‘Public Housing is owned and managed by a government agency.’

The Committee considers it useful to have:
· Number of social and public housing properties in stock for the budget and forecast across the Forward Estimates (in addition to the budget expected outcome for the previous year);
· Total number of complaints received from public housing tenants (and / or residents) divided into:
· maintenance issues,
· social misbehaviour and personal safety, and
· other. 
· Amount of budget funding spent on repairs, maintenance and upkeep of public housing; and
· Number of requests received from public housing tenants for repairs and remedial work (eg floor coverings and pest contaminations) divided into:
· number received,
· number resolved within a month of receiving the tenant request,
· number resolved in excess of a month, and
· total requests outstanding as at budget preparation / budget document preparation.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government include additional data on Social and Public Housing in Table 32 relating to Output 1.1 Social Housing, Budget Statements G, as outlined in the Committee’s report.
11 Transport Canberra and City Services Directorate
Introduction

The ACT Budget Statement H: Transport Canberra and City Services Directorate states that the purpose of the Transport Canberra and City Services Directorate (the Directorate) is as follows:

The purpose of Transport Canberra and City Services Directorate (the Directorate) is to help Canberrans move around the city and to provide high quality city services to the community. Delivery of these services will be citizen-focused and innovative and will contribute to the improved liveability of the city.

The Committee discussed the following output classes within TCCS, as presented in the 2017-18 Budget Papers:

· Output Class 1: Transport Canberra

· Output 1.1: Transport Canberra

· Output Class 2: City Services 

· Output 2.1: Roads and Infrastructure

· Output 2.2: Library Services

· Output 2.3: Waste and Recycling

· Output 2.4: City Maintenance and Services

· Output 2.5: Capital Linen Service.

The Committee also discussed the operations of ACTION (Output Class 1: Bus operations, Output 1.1: Bus operations) and the ACT Public Cemeteries Authority.

The Committee heard from the Minister for Transport and City Services, Ms Meegan Fitzharris MLA, on 29 June 2017.
Transport Canberra

Output 1.1 includes oversight of the construction of light rail, the government subsidy paid to ACTION buses, and the strategic oversight of the public transport network, public transport asset management and the Active Travel Office.

Matters Considered - ACTION

The Committee considered the following matters:

· active travel;

· bus route patronage;

· bus fleet maintenance and replacement programs;

· Nightrider service patronage and costs;

· configuration of buses and follow-up on rear door egress at bus stops;

· bus service ‘bunching’;
and
· integration of the ACTION network with light rail.

Committee Comment
The Committee canvassed a number of ongoing areas of interest relating to the operation of the ACTION network, particularly related to new bus services and ‘fine-tuning’ of exiting bus services. The Committee notes that the future of the ACTION network, particularly in Gungahlin-Inner North, will be affected by the light rail operations, and that this interface and operational arrangement will be the focus of future Estimates Inquiries and other scrutiny.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government create and publish a long term bus-replacement strategy, outlining thresholds for bus retirement, when Transport Canberra will phase out buses over fifteen years old, and the schedule for adding new buses to the fleet.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government outline the replacement strategy for all 93 Renault buses within the Transport Canberra fleet.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government release indicative plans and modelling of the Transport Canberra bus network following the commencement of Light Rail, including changes to bus routes, stops, timetables, and number of buses in the Transport Canberra fleet.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government release a timeframe for the commencement of the Rapid Network, including the scheduled month and year of commencement, timetables, and the resources needed for each Rapid Route.

Matters Considered – Light Rail

The following matters were raised and considered by the Committee in relation to light rail:

· planning for light rail and consideration of next stages;

· integration of bus and light rail Stage 1 routes;

· consultation on light rail routes;

· light rail timelines for planning to contract stage;

· measures taken to alleviate inconvenience and delays due to light rail construction;

· involvement and contribution to light rail by Canberra-based businesses;

· actions by the light rail consortium in community engagement and consultation;

· possible south side depot for light rail;
 and
· operation of the Gungahlin Town Centre after light rail commencement of operations.

Committee Comment

The Committee’s questions, both in hearings and in Questions on Notice, addressed issues around the early stages of construction of light rail stage 1 and on the planning processes for light rail stage 2. The Committee proposes that, as part of future Estimates Inquiries and other scrutiny processes, light rail remains a focus of the Directorate’s accountability measures.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government outline what additional direct support will be provided to local businesses to increase participation in the Light Rail project.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government release indicative plans for the Light Rail network, including the length of each stage, the estimated construction timetables for future stages, and the capital and operating costs per stage. 

Roads and Infrastructure

Output 2.1 provides management of the Territory’s road and associated assets, stormwater infrastructure, community paths, bridges, traffic signals, streetlights and car parks. This output also includes the provision of asset information services, capital works and development approvals relating to the acceptance of new infrastructure assets. 

Matters Considered

In relation to Output 2.1: Roads and Infrastructure, the Committee considered the following matters:

· customer satisfaction with roads;

· defining territorial road conditions; 

· planning and upgrade of Tillyard Drive;

· duplication of Kingsford Smith Drive;

· traffic calming measures;

· monitoring of road use;

· road safety measures around schools;

· Community Transport;

· footpath and cycleway upgrades;
 and

· resurfacing works throughout the ACT.

Key Issues

Infrastructure Impacts from the Ginninderra CSIRO Site
The Committee enquired about the infrastructure impacts in the context of the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO) Ginninderra development. Officials noted that work has begun on Tillyard Drive in the context of local area traffic management. Work on Tillyard Drive was identified through a monitoring system that detects areas that warrant more detailed investigation and the potential to install measures to manage traffic speeds and driver behaviours.

The Committee sought further information about the consideration of duplicating Kingsford Smith drive, noting that it is already duplicated up to Spalding Street. Officials noted that an increase in volume does not necessarily mean that the road is at capacity.

In an answer to a Question Taken on Notice, the Minister advised the Committee that:

 As a part of the Local Area Traffic Management study on Tillyard Drive, Spalding Street was investigated. 

Spalding Street is identified as a major collector, an on road cycle route, and is the only east west on road cycle link between Kuringa Drive and Ginninderra Drive. 

As such, the proposed priority treatment is lane narrowing, which should reduce travel speeds to some extent and to provide cycle lanes on both sides, indicatively 1.5m wide. Associated improvements to the line marking at the Barber Crescent intersection were also identified and would be subject to a review on the effectiveness of crash reductions of the priority treatment, which would also indicate if there are further requirements to calm the traffic on Spalding Street. 

There are no current plans to duplicate Kingsford Smith Drive for the last kilometre.

Directorate officials advised the Committee that roads identified for review through community consultation and technical work cannot be implemented in one go, but they are priorities and implemented based on priority measures that have been identified.

Committee Comment

The Committee understands the need to deal with potential road congestion as a result of the new CSIRO site at Ginninderra. In particular, the expansion of traffic flow within this area and accompanying side streets could create a conflict between increased traffic and the impact on residents.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government collaborate with the National Capital Authority and the CSIRO to develop a plan for the realignment and duplication of Kuringa Drive so that it better connects with Kingsford Smith Drive. 

Traffic Calming Measures 
The Committee asked whether any consideration had been given to reducing the number of traffic calming devices in group and town centres given the length of time 40-kilometre-per-hour zones have now been in place.
 The Committee also sought information on any planned evaluation of the 40-kilometre-per-hour zones and was advised that:

...the measures are always, in all circumstances, subject to post implementation evaluation. There is ongoing evaluation to understand the degree to which they are effective. If the evidence suggests that they are either not effective or would not continue to be effective then absolutely consideration would be given to their removal.

The Committee asked further questions on how the effectiveness of traffic calming devices is measured; noting that speed humps would slow traffic so potentially give a false measure of the effectiveness of the introduction of 40-kilometre-per-hour zones.
 It heard:
The evaluation of how effective a given measure is, I guess, is a very science-specific question. The measures can be looked at in the context of overall compliance. You are right: in various circumstances it may be more or less difficult to determine what the exact contribution of one intervention against others is. Really all we can evaluate is the net effect. But we can monitor the contribution of a given measure against its undesired effects and weigh that up in looking at whether consideration might be given to a change. Certainly any scheme is implemented not with a view that on the day of implementation that is what will remain in place forever. There is certainly a very open attitude to evaluation post identification and modifying to improve and refine the outcomes.

On notice, the Minister advised that:

Prior to the implementation of the 40km/h precincts existing travel speeds were measured. Within the determined precincts traffic calming devices such as speed cushions were only provided in locations where the average travel speed was above 40Km/h.
In relation to the Belconnen Town Centre the post-implementation evaluation of the 40km/h precinct was completed in 2014. The results indicated that the initiative was successful as speed limit reductions were achieved (with all average speeds within the precinct generally at about 40km/h) and there was a high level of community acceptance for the project. No further evaluation is currently planned for this area at this time.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government consider the effectiveness of, and need for, traffic calming measures in town centres and group centres, given the introduction of 40-kilometre-per-hour zones. 

Library Services

Output 2.2 provides library services to the community through Libraries ACT’s branches, home library service, the ACT Virtual Library and the Heritage Library.

Matters Considered
Under Output 2.2, the Committee considered the following matters on:

· upgrade to Woden Library;

· registered library members;

· activities for children in ACT Libraries;
 and
· online borrowing.

Registered Library Members

The Committee noted the increase in registered library members from the 2016-17 estimation. Libraries ACT suggested that Canberra’s highly literate and well-read community significantly contributes to the numbers of registered library members. 

The Committee heard that the growth in the number of library members is also due to:

...a symptom of the community we live in but also the work that we put in to being more than just books in and books out. We are a place, as the minister said, where people come. They can come to a community space. They are not forced to spend money. They can participate in a program; they can talk to other people. They can, like the knitters club, just come together at several of our libraries each week and they knit and solve the problems of the world. We are a really safe place that people can come to and be part of a community. I think all of those things are reflected in that number.

In an answer to a Question Taken on Notice, Libraries ACT advised the Committee that:

In 2014-15 the ACT was the best performing state or territory with regard to membership. 61 per cent of the ACT population were members compared with 40 per cent in NSW, 22 per cent in the NT, 44 per cent in Queensland, 36 per cent in SA, 19 per cent in Victoria and 37 per cent in WA.

Committee Comment

The Committee notes the increase of registered library members and the significant difference between the ACT and all other states and territory. However, the Committee does note a gap in the data collected by Libraries ACT. 

The Committee recommends that the number of unique borrowers of physical library items, for each ACT public Library, be reported annually.
Activities for Children in ACT Libraries

The Committee heard about the activities in ACT Libraries that are specifically targeted to children:

We have the very famous giggle and wiggle. Giggle and wiggle is for children from birth to about two—and do not tell the parents—but it is really a program for the parents. It teaches parents and carers how to read to children, how to sing and do rhymes. It is all about language acquisition, which then goes on to literacy. Giggle and wiggle is extremely popular, so popular in some of our branches now that we have to run it twice on the same day, and we have to take bookings. It is a fabulous, fabulous program. 

Then we do story time for the three-to-five age group. That is much more the traditional sitting down and reading of books. We still do some songs and rhymes and things, but it is very much about introducing kids to turning pages and listening to stories and then borrowing their own books. Very much, our core business is getting those readers early and getting kids on the literacy path as early as we can.

Libraries ACT advised the Committee that the giggle and wiggle program had become extremely popular, with 400 parents attending the program. As a result Libraries ACT has split the program in half to assist with the programs growing popularity. 

Committee Comment

The Committee welcomes the growing popularity of the giggle and wiggle program and looks forward to continued investment in family based education.

Waste and Recycling

matters considered

· green bin program;

· waste per capita to landfills;

· Mr Fluffy waste to landfills;

· capacity of Mugga landfill;

· waste collection for multi-unit developments;
 and
· waste feasibility study.

Key Issues

Green Bin Program

In her opening statement the Minister advised the Committee that:

In April we began a pilot of Canberra’s first green bin program, with 6,000 homes registered in Weston Creek and Kambah before the first collection day. We know that green waste is an important issue for many Canberrans, which is why we have committed to making this service available to all ACT households by 2020.

During discussion about waste collection, Directorate Officials noted that waste is not only about managing waste and recycling but getting higher loads of recovery in recycling. As a result of the government’s focus on recovery through recycling, a target of 80-85 per cent resource recovery has been determined.

Committee Comment

The Committee welcomes the pilot green bin program and looks forward to a careful evaluation of the trial and consultation with the community about its effectiveness.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government release the outcomes of the 2017 Green Waste trial, particularly the issues of contamination, prior to any decision to expand the scheme.

Waste Feasibility Study

The Committee asked about the finalisation of the Waste Feasibility Study (the Study) and consideration of community consultation once the Study is finalised. The Minister noted that there has been an extensive consultation process throughout, with the inclusion of two reference groups that have been involved over the last couple of years. The Minister, however, did note that community consultation at the end of the Study has not been confirmed.
 

Committee Comment

The Committee notes that consultation has been considered throughout the Study, however, the Committee believes that it would be beneficial for community consultation to continue after the Study is concluded. This would provide an opportunity for the community to voice their opinions prior to the Study’s recommendations being implemented.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government release the outcomes of the Waste Feasibility Study by the end of October 2017 and commit to further community consultation on the implementation of any accepted recommendations. 

City Maintenance and Services

Output 2.4 covers planning and management of the Territory’s parks and urban open space system including associated community infrastructure, maintaining the look and feel of the city; and managing the urban forest. The Directorate also provides advice, education and compliance services in relation to municipal ranger functions, domestic animal management, plant and animal licensing and significant tree protection. This output also includes Yarralumla Nursery.



Matters Considered
Under Output 2.4, the Committee considered the following matters:

· community involvement in local area planning and maintenance; town, group and local centre;

· playground establishment and community involvement;

· playground augmentation and improvement – sails and other additions;
 and
· domestic animals – regulation of dogs and public safety issues.

Key Issues

Domestic Animals

The Committee examined a number of issues that relate to the administration of regulation and control of domestic animals in the ACT, particularly as those issues govern the observance and enforcement of regulation of domestic dogs. In this context, the Committee sought detail of the process, and related statistical information, on control of ‘dangerous dogs’, which may pose, and have posed, a risk to other animals and to people.

The Committee was advised of the current process, and some historical information, on these matters.
 
Committee Comment

The Committee remains concerned that this matter, which has been a concern in Committee involvement in this Output activity for some years, is not resolved.

The Committee considers the matters dealt with during its hearing on 29 June 2017, and subject of several Questions on Notice should be resolved. The Committee makes no other comment on this area, but makes the following recommendations in relation to animal services:

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government establish and publish the criteria for assessing the declaration of a ‘dangerous dog.’
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government release and publish the business case for the expansion of cat accommodation at Domestic Animal Services establishments.

Committee Comment

The Committee considers that the following matters should be considered by the government in the context of the 2017-18 Budget for City Services and Maintenance:

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government publish data in the relevant directorates annual report quantifying the health of all trees, and state of irrigation, in the Arboretum.
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government report in the relevant Annual Report on the number of operational picnic barbecues and public toilets in each suburb for each month.

Capital Linen Service

Capital Linen Service (CLS), Output 2.5, provides a managed linen service to a range of customers including public and private hospitals, health and aged care providers, hotels, restaurants, major tourist attractions, educational institutions and emergency services.
 
The Committee raised no issues regarding CLS during these Estimates.

ACT Cemeteries Authority

The ACT Public Cemeteries Authority (the Authority) is an independent statutory authority established under the Cemeteries and Crematoria Act 2003, to effectively and efficiently manage public cemeteries and crematoria in the ACT. The Authority currently manages and operates three public cemeteries at Gungahlin, Woden and Hall.
 

Matters Considered
The Committee considered the following matters in relation to the ACT Cemeteries Authority:
· long term cemetery planning;

· reduction of staffing;
and

· reasoning for the shift in preference from ground burial to cremation.

Key Issues

Long Term Cemetery Planning

The Committee enquired about plans for a public cemetery in Woden. Officials informed the Committee that the expansion of the Woden Cemetery is being reconsidered due to major investments, including the extension of light rail to Woden, to the Woden town centre resulting in commercial interest and residential development.

The Committee also sought advice on the timeframe for the completion of the Southern Memorial Park. The Authority advised that there was no specific time frame for the Southern Memorial Park at this time. It was further noted that the government has advised the Authority that there will be a Southern Memorial Park, as budgetary conditions permit. 

Committee Comment

The Committee notes that the ACT Government needs to start work immediately on alternatives to the extension to the Woden Cemetery potentially including the Southern Memorial Park. The Committee also notes that the Authority will need to take in a number of considerations when planning for the future needs and the funding of cemeteries in the ACT. Given the long term nature of the work this planning is vital for providing clarity on what government funding will be required.

The Committee recommends that the ACT Government prepare a long term plan for cemetery space in the ACT, including the Woden Cemetery, and that this plan be made public.

Mr Andrew Wall MLA

Chair

26 July 2017
Public Hearing Witnesses Appearing
Friday 16 June 2017
Community and Industry Groups (in order of appearance)
Youth Coalition of the ACT

· Ms Rebecca Cuzzillo, Policy Director

Master Builders Association

· Mr Michael Hopkins, Deputy Executive Director

ACT Property Council

· Ms Adina Cirson, ACT Executive Director

The Childers Group

· Mr Michael White, Co-ordinator

· Professor David Williams, spokesperson
Cystic Fibrosis ACT

· Mr Andrew Prowse, organisational member 

· Ms Ellen Derrick, CFACT member

Pedal Power ACT

· Ms Rachel Lynskey, Member and External Services Officer

· Mr Stephen Ryan, advocacy committee.

National Seniors Australia

· Ms Judy McLeod, Policy Advisory Group, president of National Seniors Canberra North branch

· Dr Bill Donovan, Chair, Policy Advisory Group

Music ACT

· Mr David Caffery, President MusicACT & Director, Dionysus

· Mr Gavin Findlay, Vice President MusicACT

ACT Council of Social Service Inc. (ACTCOSS)

· Mr Craig Wallace, Advocacy Manager 

· Ms Susan Helyar, Director

YWCA

· Ms Frances Crimmins, Executive Director

· Ms Mishka Martin, Senior Policy Officer

Monday 19 June 2017
Mr Andrew Barr, Treasurer
Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate

· Mr David Nichol, Under Treasurer

· Ms Karen Doran, Executive Director, Economic and Financial Group

· Mr Stephen Miners, Executive Director, Finance and Budget Division

· Mr Patrick McAuliffe, Director, Asset Liability Management Branch, Economic and Financial Group

· Mr Stuart Friend, Director, Expenditure Review Division

· Ms Karen Doran, CTP Regulator

· Mr Kim Salisbury, Director (ACT Commissioner), Revenue Management Division 

· Mr Joe Dimasi, Senior Commissioner, ICRC
· Mr Michael Rawstron, Chief Executive Officer, ICRC
Tuesday 20 June 2017

Mr Andrew Barr MLA, Chief Minister, Treasurer, Minister for Tourism and Major Events
Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate

· Mr John Fletcher, General Manager, ACTIA
· Mr Graham Tanton, Executive Director, Shared Services

· Mr Gary David, Executive Director, Shared Services ICT
· Mr Ian Hill, Executive Director, Visit Canberra
· Ms Liz Clarke, Director, Venues Canberra
· Mr Daniel Bailey, Executive Director, Sales, Marketing and Property Management
· Mr David Nicol, Under Treasurer
· Ms Anita Perkins, Director, Communications
· Ms Danielle Wickman, Director, Territory Records Office
· Ms Bronwen Overton-Clarke, Deputy Director-General, Workforce Capability and Governance Division
· Mr Jon Cummings, Chief Digital Officer
Icon Water 

· Mr John Knox, Managing Director
· Mr Sam Sachse, General Manager, Finance (Chief Finance Office).

· Ms Jane Breaden, General Manager, Business Services
· Ms Amanda Lewry, General Manager, Asset Management
Wednesday 21 June 2017
Mr Andrew Barr MLA, Minister for Economic Development
Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate

· Mr Ian Cox, Executive Director, Innovate Canberra, Enterprise Canberra
· Mr Glen Hassett, Director, Programs, Investment and Enterprise Development
· Ms Kareena Arthy, Deputy Director-General, Enterprise Canberra
· Mr David Nicol, Under Treasurer
· Mr Peter Murray, Executive Director, Infrastructure, Finance and Advisory Division, Treasury
· Mr Geoff Keogh, Director, Innovation, Policy and Diversification Strategy
· Mr George Tomlins, Executive Director, Procurement and Capital Works
· Mr Daniel Bailey, Executive Director, Sales, Marketing and Property Management, 
· Mr Garry Gordon, Director, ACT Property Group
Ms Rachel Stephen-Smith MLA, Minister for Workplace Safety and Industrial Relations
Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate

· Mr Dave Peffer, Deputy-Director General, Access Canberra,
· Mr Greg Jones, Director, Workplace Protection, Access Canberra
· Mr Michael Young, Executive Director, Workplace Safety and Industrial Relations
· Ms Tracy Savage, CEO and Registrar, ACT Long Service Leave Authority
· Mr David Nicol, Under Treasurer
Ms Yvette Berry MLA, Minister for Sport and Recreation

Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate

· Ms Jenny Priest, Director, Active Canberra, Enterprise Canberra, Economic Development;
· Ms Rebecca Kelley, Deputy Director, Active Canberra, Enterprise Canberra, Economic Development
Mr Gordon Ramsay MLA, Minister for the Arts and Community Events

Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate

· Mr Adam Stankevicius, Director, Government Reform, Policy and Cabinet
· Ms Harriet Elvin, Chief Executive Officer, Cultural Facilities Corporation
Mr Rohan Spence, Acting ACT Electoral Commissioner, ACT Electoral Commission
Thursday 22 June 2017

Ms Rachel Stephen-Smith MLA, Minister for Community Services and Social Inclusion, Minister for Disability, Children and Youth, Minister for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs, Minister for Multicultural Affairs
Community Services Directorate

· Mr Michael De’Ath, Director General

· Ms Ellen Dunne, Director, Office for Disability

· Ms Sally Gibson, Director, Quality, Complaints and Regulation

· Ms Elise Jordaan, Senior Manager, Child Development Service

· Mr Ian Hubbard, Chief Financial Officer, Corporate Services

· Ms Kate Starick, Acting Executive Director, Strategy, Participation and Early Intervention

· Dr Mark Collis, Executive Director, Child and Youth Protection Services
· Ms Helen Pappas, Senior Director, Child and Youth Protection Services
· Ms Bernadette Mitcherson, Deputy Director-General
· Ms Azra Khan, Director, Community Participation Group, Strategy, Participation an Early Intervention.
· Ms Robyn Forester, Director, Office for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs
Mr Gordon Ramsay MLA, Minister for Veterans and Seniors

Community Services Directorate

· Mr Michael De’Ath, Director General
· Ms Kate Starick, Acting Executive Director, Strategy, Participation and Early Intervention
· Ms Azra Khan, Director, Community Participation Group, Strategy, Participation an Early Intervention, Strategy, Participation an Early Intervention.
· Mr Ian Hubbard, Chief Financial Officer, Corporate Services
Ms Yvette Berry MLA, Minister for Housing and Suburban Development, Minister for Women
Community Services Directorate

· Mr Michael De’Ath, Director General

· Ms Kate Starick, Acting Executive Director, Strategy, Participation and Early Intervention 

· Ms Azra Khan, Director, Community Participation Group

· Ms Nicole Moore, Senior Manager, Performance and Accountability

· Ms Louise Gilding, Executive Director, Housing and Community Services
· Mr Frank Duggan, Senior Director, Housing and Community Services
· Ms Fiona Barbaro, Director, Business and Capital, Housing and Community Services
Friday 23 June 2017

Mr Gordon Ramsay MLA, Attorney-General, Minister for Regulatory Services
Justice and Community Safety
· Mr Philip Kellow, Principal Registrar, ACT Law Courts and Tribunal
· Ms Alison Playford, Director-General
· Ms Julie Field, Executive Director, Legislation, Policy & Programs
· Mr Sean Costello, Director, Civil Law, Legislation, Policy & Programs
· Mr Peter Garrisson AM SC, Solicitor-General for the ACT
Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate

· Mr Lloyd Esau, Infrastructure, Finance and Advisory Division, Treasury
Mr Gordon Ramsay MLA, Acting Minister for Justice, Consumer Affairs and Road Safety

Justice and Community Safety
· Ms Julie Field, Executive Director, Legislation, Policy & Programs

· Mr Sean Costello, Director, Civil Law, Legislation, Policy & Programs

Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate

· Mr David Snowden, Chief Operating Officer, Access Canberra
· Mr Adam Stankevicius, Director, Government Reform, Policy and Cabinet
Human Rights Commission

· Mr John Hinchey, Victims of Crime Commissioner, ACT Human Rights Commission

· Dr Helen Watchirs OAM, President of the Commission and Human Rights Commissioner

· Ms Jodie Griffiths-Cook, Public Advocate, Children & Young People Commissioner, ACT Human Rights Commission

Public Prosecutions
· Mr Jon White SC, Director of Public Prosecutions

Mr Mick Gentleman MLA, Minister for Police and Emergency Services
Emergency Services Agency, Justice and Community Safety

· Ms Alison Playford, Director-General
· Mr David Pryce, Deputy Director-General, Community Safety
· Mr Richard Glenn, Deputy Director-General, Justice
· Mr Dominic Lane, Commissioner, ACT Emergency Services Agency

· Mr Mark Brown, Chief Officer, ACT Fire & Rescue, ACT Emergency Services Agency
· Mr Jon Quiggin, Chief Officer, ACT Ambulance Service, ACT Emergency Services Agency
· Ms Tracey Allen, Acting Chief Officer, ACT State Emergency Service, ACT Emergency Services Agency
ACT Policing 

· Assistant Commissioner Justine Saunders APM, Chief Police Officer
· Mr Ben Skaines, Coordinator ACT Policing Finance and Logistics
· Superintendent Cory Heldon, Deputy Chief Police Officer – Response
Mr Gordon Ramsay MLA, Acting Minister for Corrections

Justice and Community Safety
· Mr Jon Peach, Executive Director, ACT Corrective Services

· Mr Mark Bartlett, Offender Services and Corrections Programs, ACT Corrective Services

· Ms Chantel Potter, Director, Criminal Law Group, Legislation, Policy and Programs

· Ms Alison Playford, Director-General

· Mr David Pryce, Deputy Director-General, Community Safety 

· Mr Richard Glenn, Deputy Director-General, Justice

Ms Yvette Berry MLA, Minister for the Prevention of Domestic and Family Violence

Justice and Community Safety

· Ms Alison Playford, Director-General
· Ms Jo Wood, Coordinator-General, Family Safety
Legal Aid Commission (ACT)
· Mr John Boersig PSM, Chief Executive Officer

· Mr Brett Monger, Chief Finance Officer

Public Trustee and Guardian

· Mr Andrew Taylor, Public Trustee and Guardian

· Ms Joanne Thompson, Manager-Finance Unit

Monday 26 June 2017

Mr Mick Gentleman MLA, Minister for Urban Renewal

Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate

· Mr Ben Ponton, Director-General
· Mr Neil Bulless, Deputy Director-General, Economic Development

· Mr Bruce Fitzgerald, Chief Finance Officer, Land Development Agency

· Mr Simon Tennent, Acting Director, Strategy and Project Design

· Mr David Collett, Executive Director, Public Housing Renewal Taskforce

· Ms Karen Wilden, Acting Director, Office of the Coordinator-General, Urban Renewal

Ms Yvette Berry MLA, Minister for Housing and Suburban Development
Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate

Land Development Agency

Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate

· Mr Ben Ponton, Director-General
· Ms Carolyn O’Neill, Senior Manager, Land Agency Governance
· Mr Simon Tennent, Acting Director, Strategy and Program Design
· David Collett, Executive Director, Public Housing Renewal Taskforce

· Mr Neil Bulless, Acting Chief Executive Officer, Land Development Agency

· Mr Bruce Fitzgerald, Chief Finance Officer, Land Development Agency
· Mr Tom Gordon, Executive Director, Greenfield, Land Development Agency

· Mr Daniel Bailey, Executive Director, Sales Marketing and Land Management, Land Development Agency

Mr Gordon Ramsay MLA, Minister for Regulatory Services

Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate

· Mr Dave Peffer, Deputy Director General, Access Canberra
· Mr Craig Simmons, Director Community, Business & Transport Regulation, Access Canberra
· Mr Greg Jones, Director Construction, Environment & Workplace Protection, Access Canberra
· Ms Leesha Pitt, Director Licensing & Registrations, Access Canberra
· Mr Adam Stankevicius, Director Government Reform, Policy and Cabinet
Ms Joy Burch MLA, Speaker

Office of the ACT Legislative Assembly

· Mr Tom Duncan, Clerk
· Mr Max Kiermaier, Deputy Clerk
· Mr Ian Duckworth, General Manager, Business Support
· Mr David Skinner, Director, Office of the Clerk 

· Mr Malcolm Prentice, Chief Finance Officer

Ms Doris Gibb, Acting ACT Ombudsman
Office of the ACT Ombudsman

· Ms Erica Welton, Acting Senior Assistant Ombudsman 

· Ms Chelsey Bell, Acting Senior Assistant Ombudsman, Immigration, Industries and Territories Branch
Tuesday 27 June 2017

Ms Meegan Fitzharris MLA, Minister for Health and Wellbeing, Acting Minister for Mental Health, Acting Minister for Corrections
Health Directorate

· Ms Nicole Feely, Director-General

· Mr Shaun Strachan Deputy Director General, Corporate

· Mr Colm Mooney, Executive Director, Health Infrastructure Services

· Ms Mary Wood, Acting Deputy Director General, Innovation
· Ms Katrina Bracher, Executive Director, Mental Health, Justice Health and Alcohol and Drug Services
· Mr Chris Bone, Acting Deputy Director General, Canberra Hospital and Health Services
· Mr Daniel Wood, Acting Executive Director, Surgery and Oral Health
· Dr Paul Kelly, Chief Health Officer
· Mr Bronwen Overton-Clarke, Deputy Director General, Workforce Capability and Governance Division, CMTEDD

· Mr Trevor Vivian, Chief Finance Officer
· Ms Linda Kohlhagen, Executive Director, Rehabilitation, Aged and Community Care
Wednesday 28 June 2017

Professor Kate Auty, Commissioner for Sustainability and the Environment
Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate, Office of the Commissioner for Sustainability and the Environment
· Ms Kirilly Dickson, Executive Officer

· Ms Melissa Tetley, Senior Manager, Strategic Finance, Finance and Operational Support
Mr Mick Gentleman MLA, Minister for the Environment and Heritage, Minister for Planning and Land Management
Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate

· Mr Ben Ponton, Director-General

· Mr Gary Rake, Deputy Director-General

· Mr Gary Spencer, Acting Director, Finance and Operational Support

· Mr Brett Phillips, Executive Director, Planning Delivery

· Mr Andrew Kefford, Head of Asbestos Response Taskforce

· Mr Gary Spencer, Acting Director, Finance and Operational Support

· Mr Daniel Iglesias, Director, Parks and Conservation
· Ms Jennifer OConnell, Manager, Heritage
· Mr Matthew Kendall, Senior Manager, Catchment Management and Water Policy
Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate

· Mr Dave Peffer, Deputy Director General, Access Canberra

Mr Mick Gentleman MLA, Acting Minister for Climate Change and Sustainability

Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate

· Mr Ben Ponton, Director-General
· Mr Gary Spencer, Acting Director, Finance and Operational Support
· Mr Gary Rake, Deputy Director-General
· Mr Stephen Bygrave, Executive Director, Sustainability and Climate Change
· Ms Ros Malouf, Senior Manager, Sustainability Programs
· Mr Jon Sibley, Director, Energy Markets and Renewables
Thursday 29 June 2017

Ms Meegan Fitzharris MLA, Minster for Transport and City Services
Transport Canberra and City Services Directorate
· Ms Emma Thomas, Director-General
· Mr Jim Corrigan, Deputy Director-General, City Services
· Mr Michael Trushell, Director, ACT NoWaste
· Ms Vanessa Little, Director, Libraries ACT
· Ms Fleur Flanery, Acting Executive Director, Infrastructure Planning and Operations
· Mr Stephen Alegria, Acting Director, City Presentation
· Mr Hamish Horne, General Manager, Canberra Cemeteries

· Dr Stephen Bartos, Chair, ACT Public Cemeteries Authority Board

· Mr Ken Marshall, Director, Roads ACT
· Mr David Matthews, Executive Director
· Mr Ben McHugh, Director, Capital Works
· Mr Duncan Edghill, Deputy Director-General, Transport Canberra
· Mr Ben McHugh, Director, Capital Works
· Mr Ian McGlinn, Director Public Transport Operations
Dr Maxine Cooper, ACT Auditor-General

ACT Audit Office

· Mr Brett Stanton, Director, Performance Audit
· Mr Bernie Sheville, Director, Financial Audit
· Mr Ajay Sharma, Principal, Professional Services
Friday 30 June 2017

Ms Yvette Berry MLA, Minister for Education and Early Childhood Development
Education Directorate

· Ms Natalie Howson, Director-General

· Mr Sean Moysey, Director Early Childhood Policy and Regulation

· Mr Robert Gotts, Director Planning and Analytics

· Ms Jacinta Evans, Director Student Engagement

· Ms Meredith Whitten, Deputy Director-General, Business Services Division

· Mr Rodney Bray, Director Infrastructure and Capital Works 

· Ms Meg Brighton, Deputy Director-General

· Mr Chris Hodgson, Director People and Performance

· Ms Judith Hamilton, Director School Improvement – North/Gungahlin

· Ms Coralie McAlister, Director Strategic Policy and Reform

· Ms Deb Efthymiades, Deputy Director-General, System Policy and Reform Division

· Ms Tracy Stewart, Director Governance and Community Liaison

· Mr Jason Borton, Director Learning and Teaching

· Mr John Stenhouse, Director Board of Senior Secondary Studies 

Ms Meegan Fitzharris MLA, Minister for Higher Education, Training and Research 

ACT Building and Construction Industry Training Fund Authority

· Mr Glenn Carter, Chief Executive Officer
· Mr James Service, Chair
Chief Minister, Treasury and Economic Development Directorate
· Mr David Miller, Director, Skills Canberra

· Ms Kareena Arthy, Deputy Director-General, Enterprise Canberra

· Mr Geoff Keogh, Director, Innovation, Policy and Diversification Strategy

Canberra Institute of Technology

· Ms Leanne Cover, Chief Executive Officer

· Mr Craig Sloan, Chair, Canberra Institute of Technology Board

· Ms Sue Maslen, General Manager, Student and Academic Services

Monday 3 July 2017

Mr Mick Gentleman MLA

Icon Water

· Mr John Knox, Managing Director
· Mr Sam Sachse, General Manager, Finance

· Ms Jane Breaden, General Manager, Business Services
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	Pedal Power ACT Inc 
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	ACT Council of Social Service Inc.
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b) Cystic Fibrosis ACT – Our Support 
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	National Senior’s Response – ACT Budget 2017-18 for Estimates Hearing 16 June 2017
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	Mr Gordon Ramsay MLA
	CMTEDD Reconciliation Action Plan May 2017-April 2019
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	Ms Megan Fitzharris MLA
	Health and Mental Health Opening Statements

	30 June 2017

	Ms Yvette Berry MLA
	The future of Education – An ACT community conversation: Discussion Paper 1

	30 June 2017

	Ms Yvette Berry MLA
	Schools for All Program: Responding to the needs of Children and young people in Canberra schools, 2016 Report

	30 June 2017

	Ms Leanne Cover
	Evolving Together: Canberra Institute of Technology Strategic Compass 2020
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