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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY FOR THE
AUSTRALIAN CAPITAL TERRITORY
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
No 15
WEDNESDAY, 10 MAY 2017
	

	

	


	1	The Assembly met at 10 a.m., pursuant to adjournment.  The Speaker (Ms Burch) took the Chair and asked Members to stand in silence and pray or reflect on their responsibilities to the people of the Australian Capital Territory.
	2	E-PETITION and petitions—StatementS by MemberS—Statement by Minister
The Clerk announced that the following Members had lodged petitions for presentation:
Ms Le Couteur, from 520 residents, requesting that the Assembly consider criminalising the non-consensual disclosure of a sexual image (E-Pet 5-17).
Mr Hanson, from 464 residents, requesting that the Assembly overturn the decision of the ACT Public Housing Taskforce to build public housing in Wright and to build a community facility which can be used by, and of benefit to, the community in Wright (Pet 8-17).
Mr Hanson, from 169 residents, requesting that the Assembly stop progressing plans for the Mawson public housing development and undertake full and proper consultations to find alternative locations (Pet 9-17).
Mr Hanson, from 729 residents, requesting that the Assembly stop progressing plans for the Holder public housing development and undertake full and proper consultations to find alternative locations (Pet 10-17).
Mr Hanson, from 872 residents, requesting that the Assembly withdraw the proposal of the ACT Public Housing Taskforce to build on Darwinia Community Park, Chapman (Pet 11-17).
Pursuant to standing order 99A, e-petition No 5-17 stands referred to the Standing Committee on Justice and Community Safety, and petitions Nos 10-17 and 11-17 stand referred to the Standing Committee on Planning and Urban Renewal.
Mr Hanson, Mrs Jones, Ms Le Couteur, Ms Berry (Minister for Housing and Suburban Development) and Mr Steel, by leave, made statements in relation to the petitions.
	3	Planning and Development (Territory Plan Variations) Amendment Bill 2017
Ms Le Couteur, pursuant to notice, presented a Bill for an Act to amend the requirements for making technical amendments under the Planning and Development Act 2007.
Paper: Ms Le Couteur presented an explanatory statement to the Bill.
Title read by Clerk.
Ms Le Couteur moved—That this Bill be agreed to in principle.
Debate adjourned (Ms Lawder) and the resumption of the debate made an order of the day for the next sitting.
	4	Community Facilities Zone land
Ms Lawder, pursuant to notice, moved—That this Assembly:
(1) notes that:
(a) the objective of Community Facilities Zone (CFZ) land is to:
(i) facilitate social sustainability and inclusion through providing accessible sites for key government and non-government facilities and services for individuals, families and communities;
(ii) provide accessible sites for civic life and allow community organisations to meet the needs of the Territory’s various forms of community;
(iii) protect these social and community uses from competition from other uses;
(iv) enable the efficient use of land through facilitating the co‑location, and multi-use of community facilities, generally near public transport routes and convenience services appropriate to the use;
(v) encourage adaptable and affordable housing for persons in need of residential support or care; and
(vi) safeguard the amenity of surrounding residential areas against unacceptable adverse impacts including from traffic, parking, noise or loss of privacy;
(b) in 2005 an Assembly Committee inquiry recommended the change to the definition of CFZ land to include “supportive housing”, for the aged and people with disability;
(c) a technical amendment in 2015 added “social housing” as an example under supportive housing;
(d) the Planning and Development Act restricts the use of a technical amendment to clarifications of language, that do not change the substance of the Territory Plan;
(e) plans for public housing in some suburbs are proceeding without a clear understanding in the community of the difference between social housing and supportive housing; and
(f) the use of CFZ land for housing, public or private, except supportive housing as outlined in the 2005 change to the definition, is inappropriate and inconsistent with community expectations; and
(2) calls on the ACT Government to:
(a) cease development or construction of any new social or public housing on CFZ land, except where specifically for aged or disability housing;
(b) list any instances where public or social housing has been built on CFZ land (except where specifically for aged or disability housing);
(c) outline clearly whether the 2015 technical amendment has significantly changed the Territory Plan;
(d) provide a definition of “social housing” and “supportive housing” to the Assembly, and outline where in legislation these definitions appear;
(e) explain to ACT residents why CFZ land is being used for residential purposes;
(f) explain to the Assembly and to the wider community why residents are losing access to land that was intended to provide them with suburban community facilities;
(g) provide to the Assembly a list outlining all CFZ land that is currently being considered for public housing developments in the future; and
(h) report back to the Assembly on these matters by the first sitting day in June 2017.
Mr Gentleman (Minister for Planning and Land Management) moved the following the following amendment: Omit all words after “That this Assembly”, substitute:
“(1)	notes that:
	(a)	the objective of Community Facilities Zone (CFZ) land is to:
(i) facilitate social sustainability and inclusion through providing accessible sites for key government and non-government facilities and services for individuals, families and communities;
(ii) provide accessible sites for civic life and allow community organisations to meet the needs of the Territory’s various forms of community;
(iii) protect these social and community uses from competition from other uses;
(iv) enable the efficient use of land through facilitating the co‑location, and multi-use of community facilities, generally near public transport routes and convenience services appropriate to the use;
(v) encourage adaptable and affordable housing for persons in need of residential support or care; and
(vi) safeguard the amenity of surrounding residential areas against unacceptable adverse impacts including from traffic, parking, noise or loss of privacy;
	(b)	in 2005 an Assembly Committee inquiry recommended the change to the definition of CFZ land to include ‘supportive housing’, for the aged and people with disability;
	(c)	a technical amendment to clarify ‘social housing’ as a common term was notified on the Legislation Register in December 2015.  The technical amendment underwent public notification for 20 working days.  There were two submissions as a result of the public notification, neither submission related to the clarification of ‘social housing’;
	(d)	the Planning and Development Act allows a variation to clarify the language in the Territory Plan if it does not change the substance of the Territory Plan to be made with a technical amendment;
	(e)	the ACT Government is undertaking a major program of renewal to replace some of the Territory’s oldest multi-unit public housing properties and has committed $550 million to this project;
	(f)	to date, 388 homes have been delivered to Housing ACT through the renewal program located across the ACT in suburbs including Chisholm, Monash, Coombs, Moncrieff, Denman Prospect and Amaroo, and include a mix of detached houses, townhouses and small apartment complexes;
	(g)	as part of ongoing conversations with the community, the Public Housing Renewal Taskforce has met with almost 300 residents from across a number of suburbs and continues to engage with communities on the current sites; and
	(h)	based on ABS data used by the HIA and other industry groups, the program should result in the creation of an additional 1435 jobs in direct construction, 1115 in the wider construction industry and 3340 jobs across the ACT economy over that period; and
(2)	calls on the ACT Government to:
	(a)	list any instances where public or social housing has been built on CFZ land (except where specifically for aged or disability housing);
	(b)	outline clearly whether the 2015 technical amendment has significantly changed the Territory Plan;
	(c)	provide a definition of ‘social housing’ and ‘supportive housing’ to the Assembly, and outline where in legislation these definitions appear;
	(d)	explain to ACT residents why CFZ land is being used for supported or ‘social housing’;
	(e)	outline why public housing is important for the ACT community’s overall economic and social well-being, and how it assists Canberrans on low incomes to reach their potential, to make a contribution and to share the benefits of our community; and
	(f)	report back to the Assembly on these matters by the first sitting day in June 2017.”.
Mr Hanson moved the following amendment to Mr Gentleman’s proposed amendment: Add:
“(3)	calls on the Assembly to refer the use of CFZ land to the Planning and Urban Renewal Committee for inquiry and report back to the Assembly prior to any development application being approved on CFZ land by the ACT Government.”.
Debate continued.
Ms Le Couteur, who had already spoken, by leave, again addressed the Assembly.
Debate continued.
Question—That Mr Hanson’s amendment to Mr Gentleman’s proposed amendment be agreed to—put.
The Assembly voted—
		AYES, 10
	
		NOES, 13

	Mr Coe
	Mr Milligan
	
	Mr Barr
	Ms Le Couteur

	Mrs Dunne
	Mr Parton
	
	Ms Berry
	Ms Orr

	Mr Hanson
	Mr Wall
	
	Ms Burch
	Mr Pettersson

	Mrs Jones
	
	
	Ms Cheyne
	Mr Rattenbury

	Mrs Kikkert
	
	
	Ms Cody
	Mr Steel

	Ms Lawder
	
	
	Ms Fitzharris
	Ms Stephen-Smith

	Ms Lee
	
	
	Mr Gentleman
	


And so it was negatived.
Question—That Mr Gentleman’s amendment be agreed to—put.
The Assembly voted—
		AYES, 11
	
		NOES, 12

	Mr Barr
	Mr Gentleman
	
	Mr Coe
	Ms Le Couteur

	Ms Berry
	Ms Orr
	
	Mrs Dunne
	Ms Lee

	Ms Burch
	Mr Pettersson
	
	Mr Hanson
	Mr Milligan

	Ms Cheyne
	Mr Steel
	
	Mrs Jones
	Mr Parton

	Ms Cody
	Ms Stephen-Smith
	
	Mrs Kikkert
	Mr Rattenbury

	Ms Fitzharris
	
	
	Ms Lawder
	Mr Wall


And so it was negatived.
Debate continued.
Question—That the motion be agreed to—put.
The Assembly voted—
		AYES, 10
	
		NOES, 13

	Mr Coe
	Mr Milligan
	
	Mr Barr
	Ms Le Couteur

	Mrs Dunne
	Mr Parton
	
	Ms Berry
	Ms Orr

	Mr Hanson
	Mr Wall
	
	Ms Burch
	Mr Pettersson

	Mrs Jones
	
	
	Ms Cheyne
	Mr Rattenbury

	Mrs Kikkert
	
	
	Ms Cody
	Mr Steel

	Ms Lawder
	
	
	Ms Fitzharris
	Ms Stephen-Smith

	Ms Lee
	
	
	Mr Gentleman
	


And so it was negatived.
	5	QUESTIONS
Questions without notice were asked.
	6	Federal Public Servants—Relocation—Impact on THE A.C.T.
Ms Cheyne, pursuant to notice, moved—That this Assembly:
1. notes that Canberra:
(a) plays an essential role as our nation’s capital and is the national centre of public administration, driven by the expertise and hard work of public servants who are highly capable, diligent and committed in their service to the entire Australian community;
(b) is an excellent example of successful long term decentralisation of the public sector from overcrowded and increasingly congested east coast cities such as Sydney and Melbourne;
(c) is a successful regional centre and partner with the surrounding NSW councils to strengthen economic growth, encourage tourism and foster export opportunities; and
(d) has recently been the subject of ignorant and malicious commentary by some tabloid commentators that residents of this city are “smug”, “entitled”, “live high on the hog”, are “well educated wombles” and “don’t know what real work is”;
(4) also notes the success of continuing efforts by the ACT Government to create and protect jobs in the ACT, including:
(a) supporting our local workforce through a strong pipeline of major infrastructure projects;
(b) promoting Canberra as an education destination, and supporting education and training opportunities for all Canberrans;
(c) developing innovation programs and supporting entrepreneurialism to create private sector jobs and bring new opportunities to the ACT;
(d) encouraging international investment and opening doors for international trade and tourism; and
(e) advocating for, and acting to protect and support, public sector jobs in the ACT;
(5) further notes that:
(a) more detail has now been released by the Federal Liberal-National Government as to its efforts to forcibly relocate public sector workers out of Canberra to other regional centres;
(b) federal public sector agencies are currently being compelled to justify their continued existence in Canberra, subject to final federal decision over coming months;
(c) no cost benefit analysis has been released by the Federal Liberal-National Government regarding the recent forced relocation of the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority and no commitment has been given that it will release such analysis for any future relocation; and
(d) so-called “decentralisation” of significant components of the Australian Public Service out of the ACT will have dire, detrimental consequences for Canberra’s and Australia’s economic, social and cultural fabric, including:
(i) increasing investment uncertainty and undermining continued economic growth;
(ii) disrupting the lives of Canberrans whose familial, social and work networks are firmly established in the ACT; and
(iii) jeopardising the efficiency and expertise of the Australian Public Service; and
(6) calls on the Government to continue to:
(a) use all tools at its disposal, including public advocacy, representation at local and national forums, and tripartisan action with other political parties as appropriate, to protect and support Canberra’s public sector workers;
(b) seek Federal Government recognition of Canberra as the appropriate home of the Australian Public Service, and a reversal of its policy of forced public sector relocation from Canberra to regional towns and centres around Australia; and
(c) vigorously refute attacks on Canberrans’ collective integrity, work ethic, and service to the wider Australian community.
Debate ensued.
Question—put and passed.
	7	Child Placement and Care Plans
Mrs Kikkert, pursuant to notice, moved—That this Assembly:
1. notes:
(a) that the 2004 Vardon Report (“The Territory as Parent”) and the 2016 Glanfield Inquiry (“Report of the Inquiry”) both recommended that decisions made by ACT Child and Youth Protection Services (CYPS), or its predecessor, regarding a child’s placement or care plans be subject to external scrutiny or review;
(b) that the ACT remains the sole Australian jurisdiction where such decisions are not reviewable;
(c) that numerous constituents, including parents, carers and agencies, have expressed frustration, both in submissions to inquiries and directly to Members of this Assembly, that no pathway exists for aggrieved persons to seek external review of these decisions; and
(d) that the ACT Government in its 2016 “Response to Family Violence” acknowledged that “some important decisions are not subject to external review in the ACT while they are reviewable in other jurisdictions” and promised to undertake a JACS-led assessment of this situation; and
(8) calls on the ACT Government to:
(a) recognise the importance of ensuring that decisions regarding a child’s placement and care plans be subject to external review, both to ensure the quality of such decisions and to engender confidence in the system;
(b) provide a detailed outline of the following:
(i) what recommendations, if any, have come out of the JACS-led review; and
(ii) what specific steps the Government will take to bring the ACT into line with all other Australian jurisdictions by providing for external review of these decisions; and
(c) report back to the Assembly on these matters by the last sitting day in August 2017.
Ms Stephen-Smith (Minister for Disability, Children and Youth) moved the following amendment:  Omit all words after “That this Assembly”, substitute:
“(1)	notes:
	(a)	that the 2004 Vardon Report (‘The Territory as Parent’) discussed the importance of internal and external scrutiny of child protection services;
	(b)	that a number of parents, carers and agencies have called for processes to be established for external review of Child and Youth Protection Services (CYPS) decisions;
	(c)	the 2016 Glanfield Inquiry (‘Report of the Inquiry’) made six recommendations in relation to the Decision Making, Quality Assurance and Oversight of CYPS in the ACT; 
	(d)	the Glanfield Inquiry specifically recommended that ‘a review should be undertaken of what decisions made by CYPS should be subject to either internal or external merits review’ and that ‘The review should have regard to the position in other jurisdictions and be chaired by the Justice and Community Safety’; and
	(e)	that the ACT Government in its 2016 ‘Response to Family Violence’ accepted the Glanfield Inquiry recommendations; and
(2)	calls on the ACT Government to:
	(a)	recognise that transparency and accountability enhance community confidence in public administration, especially in complex areas such as statutory child protection services;
	(b)	ensure that processes are focused at all times on the best interests of children and young people; and
	(c)	report back to the Assembly by the last sitting day in August 2017 on the implementation of the six Glanfield Inquiry recommendations that relate to Decision Making, Quality Assurance and Oversight of CYPS in the ACT.”.
Ms Le Couteur, by leave, moved the following amendments to Ms Stephen-Smith’s proposed amendment together:
(1)	Insert new paragraph (1)(f):
	“(f)	that the ACT Government, in response to the Glanfield inquiry, agreed to a review of the resources of the Public Advocate and Children and Young People’s Commissioner to perform oversight functions and a review of the Community Services Directorate’s resources to respond to oversight bodies after the Human Rights Commission has been operating for a year;”.
(2)	Insert after paragraph (2)(b):
		“recognise the importance of adequately resourced internal and external review functions of the Public Advocate and Children and Young People’s Commissioner and the Community Services Directorate;”.
Debate continued.
Amendments to proposed amendment agreed to.
Amendment, as amended, agreed to.
Question—That the motion, as amended, viz:
“That this Assembly:
(1)	notes:
	(a)	that the 2004 Vardon Report (‘The Territory as Parent’) discussed the importance of internal and external scrutiny of child protection services;
	(b)	that a number of parents, carers and agencies have called for processes to be established for external review of Child and Youth Protection Services (CYPS) decisions;
	(c)	the 2016 Glanfield Inquiry (‘Report of the Inquiry’) made six recommendations in relation to the Decision Making, Quality Assurance and Oversight of CYPS in the ACT; 
	(d)	the Glanfield Inquiry specifically recommended that ‘a review should be undertaken of what decisions made by CYPS should be subject to either internal or external merits review’ and that ‘The review should have regard to the position in other jurisdictions and be chaired by the Justice and Community Safety’;
	(e)	that the ACT Government in its 2016 ‘Response to Family Violence’ accepted the Glanfield Inquiry recommendations; and
	(f)	that the ACT Government, in response to the Glanfield inquiry, agreed to a review of the resources of the Public Advocate and Children and Young People’s Commissioner to perform oversight functions and a review of the Community Services Directorate’s resources to respond to oversight bodies after the Human Rights Commission has been operating for a year; and
(2)	calls on the ACT Government to:
	(a)	recognise that transparency and accountability enhance community confidence in public administration, especially in complex areas such as statutory child protection services;
	(b)	ensure that processes are focused at all times on the best interests of children and young people;
	(c)	recognise the importance of adequately resourced internal and external review functions of the Public Advocate and Children and Young People’s Commissioner and the Community Services Directorate; and
	(d)	report back to the Assembly by the last sitting day in August 2017 on the implementation of the six Glanfield Inquiry recommendations that relate to Decision Making, Quality Assurance and Oversight of CYPS in the ACT.”—
be agreed to—put and passed.
	8	Bushfire Abatement Zone
Mrs Jones, pursuant to notice, moved—That this Assembly:
1. notes that:
(a) Mr Ron McLeod’s 2003 report, “Inquiry into the Operational Response to the January 2003 Bushfires in the ACT”, made the following recommendations:
(i) “A bushfire-abatement zone (BAZ) should be defined between the north-west and western perimeter of Canberra and the Murrumbidgee River and the foothills of the Brindabella Range.”;
(ii) “A set of Bushfire Protection Planning Principles in relation to fire mitigation and suppression should be adopted and applied to future developments in the designated abatement zone.”; and
(iii) “The abatement zone should be declared a bushfire-prone area, and the requirements of the Building Code of Australia—in particular, its standards for bushfire-prone areas—should be applied to all future developments in the zone.”;
(b) following the recommendations of Mr Ron McLeod, and Coroner Maria Doogan, the Emergencies Act 2004 was enacted and provided:
(i) a Bushfire Abatement Zone for planning and operational purposes;
(ii) for the BAZ to include “City Areas” (“built-up areas”); and
(iii) the Response Arrangements at that time (see NI2004-499) included that: “If, in the opinion of the ACT Fire and Rescue, the fire poses a risk to life or property in the Built-up Area, then the ACT Fire and Rescue will assume incident control.” This remained in place in the 2006 iteration (NI2006-221);
(c) in 2011 the above requirements were removed; and
(d) over the last 12 months there have been articles in the media and concerns raised by the United Firefighters Union ACT and members of the public about the 2011 changes. These are reasonable concerns given the history of bushfire risk in the Australian Capital Territory; and
(10) calls on the Minister to report to the Assembly by 1 August 2017 on:
(a) the rationale behind the 2011 changes and to explain, for the benefit of the community, how the BAZ is controlled both in regards to fuel-reduction burning and in the event of a fire being within metres or kilometres of built-up areas;
(b) what planning or actions it is undertaking for when the built-up areas encroach onto the New South Wales border; and
(c) whether it is appropriate to return the management of bushfires within the BAZ to the method recommended in the McLeod Report. 
Mr Gentleman (Minister for Police and Emergency Services) moved the following amendment:  Omit all words after “That this Assembly”, substitute:
“(1)	notes that:
	(a)	Mr Ron McLeod’s 2003 report, ‘Inquiry into the Operational Response to the January 2003 Bushfires in the ACT’, made the following recommendations:
(i) ‘A bushfire-abatement zone (BAZ) should be defined between the north-west and western perimeter of Canberra and the Murrumbidgee River and the foothills of the Brindabella Range’;
(ii) ‘A set of Bushfire Protection Planning Principles in relation to fire mitigation and suppression should be adopted and applied to future developments in the designated abatement zone’; and
(iii) ‘The abatement zone should be declared a bushfire-prone area, and the requirements of the Building Code of Australia—in particular, its standards for bushfire-prone areas—should be applied to all future developments in the zone.’;
	(b)	following the recommendations of Mr Ron McLeod, and in line with the later report handed down by Coroner Maria Doogan, the Emergencies Act 2004 was enacted and provided:
3. a Bushfire Abatement Zone for planning and operational purposes;
(v) for the BAZ to include ‘City Areas’ (‘built-up areas’ (BUA)); and
(vi) the Response Arrangements at that time (see Notifiable Instrument NI2004-499) included that: ‘If, in the opinion of the ACT Fire and Rescue, the fire poses a risk to life or property in the Built-up Area, then the ACT Fire and Rescue will assume incident control.’ This remained in place in the 2006 iteration (Notifiable Instrument NI2006-221);
	(c)	the BAZ remains in place as a land planning and management tool as intended following the McLeod Inquiry;
	(d)	in 2011, the BAZ was updated to clarify response arrangements, as agreed by the then Chief Officers of the ACT Fire Brigade and the ACT Rural Fire Service;
	(e)	in 2016, following a review of the Emergencies Act 2004, there was an update to further clarify response arrangements; and
	(f)	in 2017, the BAZ and BUA boundaries were updated again to include the suburbs of Throsby and Jacka as built-up areas. This was notified by the Acting ESA Commissioner in a notifiable instrument in April 2017;
(2)	notes that:
	(a)	changes to the BAZ and BUA have not altered the existing response arrangements, which are that first response to all grass and bush fires in the ACT will be by the nearest available most appropriate resource, irrespective of jurisdiction or Service; and
	(b)	ACT fire services continue to work together in responding to fires in the bushfire abatement zone; and
(3)	calls on the Minister to report to the Assembly by the last sitting day in August:
	(a)	how the BAZ is controlled in regards to planning and operations and what operational procedures are in place to protect the ACT’s urban and rural areas; and
	(b)	what planning or actions the ACT Emergency Services Agency is undertaking for when the built-up areas encroach onto the New South Wales border.”.
Debate continued.
Amendment agreed to.

Adjournment negatived:  It being 6 pm—The question was proposed—That the Assembly do now adjourn.
Mr Gentleman (Manager of Government Business) requiring the question to be put forthwith without debate—
Question—put and negatived.

Debate continued.
Mr Wall moved the following amendment to the motion, as amended:  Insert new paragraph (3)(a):
	“(a)	the rationale behind the 2011 changes and to explain, for the benefit of the community, how BAZ is controlled both in regards to fuel reduction burning and in the event of a fire being within metres or kilometres of built-up areas;”.
Debate continued.
Debate adjourned (Ms Cody) and the resumption of the debate made an order of the day for the next sitting.
	9	Waste management
Mr Steel, pursuant to notice, moved—That this Assembly:
1. notes:
(a) that, as outlined in the ACT Waste Management Strategy 2011-2025, the ACT Government has a commitment to progressing towards zero recoverable waste sent to landfill;
(b) that in May 2016, ACT Labor made a commitment to provide all Canberran households with a green bin for garden waste by 2020; and
(c) the success of the green bins pilot program so far in Weston Creek and Kambah, particularly that:
(i) at the end of April, 6800 households, representing 44 percent of Weston Creek and Kambah, have signed up for the service;
(ii) collection and disposal services have commenced and are being delivered as promised; and
(iii) residents are embracing and gaining benefit from the new service; and
(12) calls on the ACT Government to continue:
(a) the roll out of the green bins pilot program throughout the ACT following an evaluation and the outcomes of the Weston Creek and Kambah pilot; and
(b) to work towards the zero waste target in the ACT including looking at household disposal of food waste.
Debate ensued.
Mr Rattenbury moved the following amendment:  Omit all words after (2), substitute:
“(2)	calls on the Government to:
	(a)	continue the roll out of the green bins pilot program throughout the ACT following an evaluation of the outcomes of the Weston Creek and Kambah pilot, and release the evaluation report to the public;
	(b)	ensure the lessons of the evaluation and the findings of the ACT Waste Feasibility Study are used to inform the further roll out of green bins across the ACT; and
	(c)	continue to work towards the zero waste target in the ACT, including looking at household disposal of food waste.”.
Debate continued.
Amendment agreed to.
Question—That the motion, as amended, viz:
“That this Assembly:
1. notes:
(a) that, as outlined in the ACT Waste Management Strategy 2011-2025, the ACT Government has a commitment to progressing towards zero recoverable waste sent to landfill;
(b) that in May 2016, ACT Labor made a commitment to provide all Canberran households with a green bin for garden waste by 2020; and
(c) the success of the green bins pilot program so far in Weston Creek and Kambah, particularly that:
(i) at the end of April, 6800 households, representing 44 percent of Weston Creek and Kambah, have signed up for the service;
(ii) collection and disposal services have commenced and are being delivered as promised; and
(iii) residents are embracing and gaining benefit from the new service; and
(14) calls on the Government to:
(a) continue the roll out of the green bins pilot program throughout the ACT following an evaluation of the outcomes of the Weston Creek and Kambah pilot, and release the evaluation report to the public;
(b) ensure the lessons of the evaluation and the findings of the ACT Waste Feasibility Study are used to inform the further roll out of green bins across the ACT; and
(c) continue to work towards the zero waste target in the ACT, including looking at household disposal of food waste.”—
be agreed to—put and passed.
	0	ADJOURNMENT
Mr Ramsay (Attorney-General) moved—That the Assembly do now adjourn.
Debate ensued.
Question—put and passed.
And then the Assembly, at 7.01 pm, adjourned until tomorrow at 10 am.

MEMBERS’ ATTENDANCE: All Members were present at some time during the sitting, except Mr Doszpot*.
*on leave

Tom Duncan
Clerk of the Legislative Assembly
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