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Planning—Hawker  
 
MRS DUNNE (Ginninderra) (3.39): I move:  
 
That this Assembly:  
(1) notes:  

(a) that block 8, section 34 Hawker is listed for auction on 18 March 2009 and the development of 
the site may adversely affect parking for the Hawker Group Centre; and  

(b) that there has been no consultation with the Hawker and surrounding community about the 
future of the Hawker Group Centre; and  
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(2) calls on the Government to:  

(a) immediately conduct an appropriate planning study, in consultation with the community, before 
block 8, section 34 Hawker is sold; and  

(b) complete the planning study and table it in the Legislative Assembly by the last sitting day in 
August 2009.  

The Concise Oxford Dictionary defines consultation as “a meeting arranged to consult”. The 
dictionary further defines the verb “consult” as “to seek information or advice or to refer to a 
person for advice or an opinion”. This is generally understood to be the process of consultation. It 
is certainly what the business owners and community people associated with Hawker understood 
by the process of consultation. However, the government will have its own dictionary definition 
and the government’s definition of consultation is planting a sign in the ground—just planting a 
sign in the ground.  

Last week I received a number of phone calls—regrettably a communication method that 
prevents me from tabling any substantial paper evidence such as the Chief Minister might 
demand—from concerned business owners at the Hawker group centre. On the back of these calls 
I visited those and other concerned business owners in the Hawker group centre over Friday and 
Monday this week. Again, the situation of my conversations with those people prevents me 
tabling that in the Assembly as the Chief Minister might demand.  

Their concern was over a sign that had recently been planted on block 8, section 34 of Hawker, 
indicating that the block was to be auctioned for development on 18 March. My understanding is 
that the sign went up the Monday before last or sometime over that weekend. More importantly, 
their concern was that they had not been consulted.  

Here is the dichotomy that exists between the government’s definition of consultation and the 
common man definition of consultation. On the one hand we have all the notions of talking, 
discussion, seeking advice and opinions and meeting with people, and on the other hand we have 
the government’s approach, which is planting a sign in the ground.  

If this is the government’s notion of consultation in the new Seventh Assembly where things will 
be done differently, I have got news for the government. The advice and the opinions given to me 
by business owners and community members at Hawker, which they consider to be the primary 
element of consultation, is that they would like to have an opportunity to discuss with the 
government its plans for their group centre. It is their centre. It is the centre of their livelihood. It 
is where they conduct their businesses and their community activities. It is where their customers 
go to do their shopping. It is their local community. It is their local church.  



It has a range of professional services. It is a place for engagement. It is a place for sporting and 
social entertainment. Business owners at the Hawker group centre tell me that critical to the 
access to their group centre and therefore to the businesses that go on there is access to parking. 
This is a vibrant centre which many people use because  
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of ease of access. Business people said repeatedly that they had people who came to their centre 
because there was easy access and there were appropriate amounts of parking; it made it easier 
for people to do business.  
 
Mr Smyth: Like they used to go to Griffith library for.  
 
MRS DUNNE: Yes. But really what it boils down to is that business owners at the Hawker 
centre would love to be able to talk to the government about all of the things that they raised with 
me. There are business owners at the Hawker group centre who have told me that they have not 
had so much as a phone call from a government official about the proposed auction of block 8, 
section 34—not even to tell them that a sign had been erected.  

Some have told me that they were visited sometime last year when an official asked some 
members of the business fraternity there to indicate what was their quietest business day. They 
indicated that usually Thursday in a pay week was their quietest business day. When one of the 
shop owners asked, “Why do you want to know that?” they said that they were told by the 
official—and I do not know who this person was; no-one can identify which agency they came 
from—that they wanted to undertake a parking study on just such a day. I do not think that this is 
appropriate consultation, and neither do the businesses, business owners, business operators and 
operators of community organisations at the Hawker group centre.  

What is the advice and opinions of business owners given to me in my consultation as to the 
impact of development of block 8, section 34? I emphasise that this is not an exhaustive 
consultation; it involved the amount of time that I could take out over a couple of afternoons to 
talk to people.  

Mr Speaker, it will come as no surprise to you or to me, but it is probably news to the government, 
that they do not consider planting a sign in the ground as sufficient consultation. The advice and 
opinion of business owners is that development on block 8, section 34 could result in congestion, 
limited parking, customer frustration and resultant adverse impacts on their business. Already 
there are longstanding business owners at the Hawker group centre who are considering shutting 
up shop and moving elsewhere. I think that that would be premature.  

It needs to be said that, to a man and a woman, I was told by business owners that they were not 
opposed to further development—in fact, that they welcomed it—but they wanted to be part of 
the conversation about how their group centre should develop.  

There are essentially two vacant blocks of land at the Hawker shops which have not been sold by 
the government. These are the final pieces in the puzzle, so to speak. As part of putting those final 
pieces in place, the people who live, work, make their money and provide employment at that 
shopping centre want to be part of the conversation.  

The advice and opinion of business owners at Hawker are that limited parking might limit the 
scope of the local church to hold large weddings and funerals and that it  
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might limit the scope of the local sporting club and hotel to hold large functions and community 
events. Did the government know any of this before today? I think not, because their definition of 
consultation is planting a sign in the ground.  

Let me spend a moment to briefly look at the discussion on parking in the LDA site investigation 
report for block 8, section 34, Hawker. On page 23 the report notes “the lack of any indicative 
and consistent up-to-date car park usage data within the Hawker Shopping Centre”. There is no 
up-to-date data. The approach was then taken to make some estimate based on the generic models 
in the ACT parking and vehicular access guidelines. Then a single car park occupancy 
observation was made during a Thursday in February 2008—a single observation on a single day. 
How can conclusions be drawn when considered against a generic model when we are looking at 
a single observation of occupancy?  

The LDA’s report answers that question. It notes on page 24 that the parking assessment, when 
made under the guidelines I mentioned earlier, indicates that the current supply of 474 parking 
spaces, which does seem a lot, falls short of the 611 that are indicated by the guidelines. The 
guidelines require that this number of spaces “are required within 200 metres of the existing 
developments to satisfy the minimum parking provision requirements and to meet all relevant 
objectives”. Yet on page 25 the report notes that the outcome of the single on-site observation on 
a single day in February 2008 indicates “a significantly lower demand”.  

Here we have another dichotomy. On one hand we have a model based on the government’s own 
guidelines that says that existing car parks and infrastructure are inadequate and on the other hand 
we have a single observation on a single day that says that parking infrastructure is more than 
adequate. What has happened? The inconvenient answer has been tipped out in favour of what 
the government considers the right answer—that is, the answer that the government wants. And 
the government has gone ahead with the proposal to sell the car park without any consultation 
with the community.  

Car parking is not the only issue. On reflection, I think that perhaps my motion unduly 
emphasises car parking. There are other issues here. The main issue is that the people in the 
Hawker group centre did not know that this was happening and have not been involved in any 
discussion about the future of their area. This is an important business; these are important people. 
The government is making decisions which impact on the lives and livelihoods of business 
owners and is based on a car parking study of a single observation on a single day in February 
2008.  

While the government is making decisions that impact on local communities, churches, clubs and 
businesses, it has done so on very flawed and insufficient information. The community is 
concerned: if it has made a decision based on that very obvious failure, what are the other failures 
in the process that led them to consider selling this block without consultation with the 
community? Is it any wonder that the owners of shops and businesses at the Hawker group centre 
are concerned about the government’s definition of consultation?  

As I have said, car parking is only one aspect of the issues raised here. A quick glance at the 
conditions of sale creates more questions than it answers. It creates uncertainty.  
1004 
 
Legislative Assembly for the ACT 25 February 2009  

The lease purpose clause over the block of land states that it can be used for one or more of the 
following purposes: club; commercial accommodation limited to hotel and/or motel; non-retail 
commercial limited to office; residential use limited to multi-unit housing; restaurant; shop, 
provided any shop selling food does not exceed a maximum gross floor area of 300 square metres; 



and veterinary hospital. The conditions on the sale also state that residential use is not permitted 
on the ground floor and that office space is not to exceed 2,000 square metres.  

I note with interest that, in prohibiting residential space on the ground floor, the lease conditions 
specifically prevent retail space from being created on the upper floors. In a roundabout way, they 
are saying that if you build two storeys or more you have to put residential on the upper storeys. 
In passing, I wonder whether other potential problems might arise in the planning process.  

The point is this: had the government sought advice from the local business owners rather than 
just planting a sign in the ground, we may not be where we are today. If the government had gone 
out before planting the sign on the ground and talked to the community, we may not be 
contemplating a motion that would require the government to forestall a sale of land.  

I can understand that the government may put forward an argument that says that in these 
economic times we should be maximising the revenue of the territory and that the sale of land 
must go through. I hope that that is not what the government are going to say. We have done it 
the wrong way round. Instead of going to the community before deciding to sell the block, they 
decided to sell the block and then they hoped that the community would respond.  

The community have responded. They have spoken to members of the Legislative Assembly. I 
understand that they have raised these matters with Ms Porter as well. They specifically came and 
asked for one thing, and one thing only: that the sale of the block be delayed until there is a 
proper planning study that they can be involved in. No-one at the site has said that there should be 
no development on this site. They just want to be involved in the future of their group centre.  

This is a very simple motion. I am surprised that we have got such a large number of officials to 
come and listen to this, because I think it is a matter of common sense. It is a shame that we have 
to bring this to this place and move a motion requiring the government to do particular things. 
They should have thought of it beforehand. But the Stanhope government are not good at 
thinking about people beforehand: they only think about people when they are forced to.  

I am sorry that I have to bring this motion today, but I am proud to represent the people who 
elected me to do the job that I am doing today. I am proud that Mr Coe will be supporting me in 
this, because that is the job that he was elected to do—first and foremost, to represent the people 
of Ginninderra. The people of Hawker are our constituents. We are here today to represent their 
views to the Legislative Assembly. I commend the motion to the house.  
 
MR STANHOPE (Ginninderra—Chief Minister, Minister for Transport, Minister for Territory 
and Municipal Services, Minister for Business and Economic Development,  
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Minister for Indigenous Affairs and Minister for the Arts and Heritage) (3.53): The government 
concedes that this is a matter of significant import and of importance and of some current concern 
to, most particularly, the offices and retailers within the Hawker shopping centre. I too am aware 
of their concern. I too am in receipt of their correspondence and their representations in relation 
to their concerns about the process.  

I think, just in terms of that process, it is consistent with processes that have been traditionally 
pursued by our authorities, and not just under this government but previously. The process is 
essentially the same. It is that an indicative land supply program is developed, released and 
advertised. And that was the case under the Liberals and is the case under us.  

It was advertised. This land was included within the land release program. The LDA, consistent 
with that, along with other agencies and officials that are part of the process, proceeded on the 
basis, as they always have, to prepare the land for sale, consistent with the strategy that was 



developed. That is the way that it has always been. This is not a new process; it is how it has 
always been done.  

That does not mean that, for every piece of land, it is a process that meets the needs of the 
community. To that extent, I do not disagree with some of the sentiment that Mrs Dunne has 
expressed today. But I think to be fair to officials, to be fair to the government, to be fair to the 
process, it is a process that has been pursued by all governments in my time in this place in 
relation to land supply and the forward program.  

At the heart of some of the debate we have had in relation to the data centre is that governments 
and agencies have proceeded along a process line that identified land, made the land available, 
sold the land and required the purchaser to then pursue a certain process, a statutory process, 
involving preliminary assessments, development applications. Because of the way in which our 
systems have been structured, it is through that part of the process that there is a statutory 
requirement for consultation.  

This is the issue that really was at the heart of the debate we have hopefully concluded in relation 
to the data centre and it is at the heart of the issue which Mrs Dunne raises today: a second set of 
consultation, a predevelopment application consultation process. We consult on whether or not to 
sell the land and then we consult on the use of the land. This is not how our planning and land 
development agencies proceeded traditionally.  

Mrs Dunne, though, raises a legitimate point today. I do not dispute it and I think we need to 
respond to it.  
 
Mrs Dunne: Careful, you have agreed with me again.  
 
MR STANHOPE: I do; it is disconcerting. I think the challenge is for my officials, and I invited 
my officials to be here today to better understand the nature of the issues which we face as a 
government, as a community. I do not disagree with you, Mrs Dunne, that we should have found 
a way of engaging with the Hawker shopping  
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centre community at the sale stage so as not to create the levels of anxiety which have been 
created and not to create the situation which has now been created, which is that I have asked the 
Land Development Agency to withdraw the land from sale. I have asked the Land Development 
Agency to commence, through the Chief Minister’s Department and in consultation with 
ACTPLA, a master planning exercise. The consequence of that, of course, is that the sale of the 
land, if it is to proceed at all, will be delayed. And that is to be regretted. But I do not disagree 
that a proposal to sell commercial land which currently is utilised as a car park in a suburban 
shopping centre presents issues for that community that need to be addressed.  

There are some historic issues and aspects to the Hawker shopping centre. It was initially, I 
understand—I might be corrected on this—proposed that Hawker would be a group centre but it 
is a proposal which was never achieved. The group centre, I think, is now Kippax. The group 
centre that was imagined for Hawker is not a group centre. I think at the heart of the decision in 
relation to parking at Hawker is that, in relation to the Hawker shopping centre, in its original 
configuration and its original development, it was imagined that it would be a group centre.  
 
Mrs Dunne: It was downgraded.  
 
MR STANHOPE: Yes, it was downgraded, I understand.  
 



Mrs Dunne: The new territory plan, which was supposed to be policy neutral, changed the status.  
 
MR STANHOPE: No, a long time ago, in the distant past under the NCDC, I think, no less. But 
my understanding—and I stand ready to be corrected on this; this is anecdotal, it is just something 
that I have gathered as an understanding—is that Hawker never realised its original—  
 
Mrs Dunne: Because it was so close to Jamison.  
 
MR STANHOPE: It was either Jamison or Kippax. Hawker is not the same as Jamison and 
Kippax. Hawker was leapfrogged. It is a significant shopping centre; it is a significant centre. It 
has grown well and it is a centre that those that use it enjoy and appreciate. I think that bit of 
history is relevant to decisions that have been taken to identify land at Hawker as potentially 
excess to the needs at that particular shopping centre, and that was the basis of the original 
decision.  

The centre has developed in lots of other ways: it has a very active church, it has a KFC stuck off 
in the boondocks, it has developed a significant professional centre. I declare, perhaps I should 
openly, something of a conflict of interest. My wife shares accommodation in the office block at 
Hawker. I declare that. I do not believe I have a conflict but I declare that my wife has an office at 
Hawker. That is some of the background.  

In response to the motion, I have indicated to all of those senior officials that are here today that 
the government is looking for guidance on a new approach but an approach which does not hogtie 
our capacity to sell land and to develop land. This now is  
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a significant bite out of our commercial land release for this financial year and we are struggling 
now to make it up. It is 2,000 square metres. It is two per cent of our proposed commercial land 
release for this financial year. We will not be able to make it up in this financial year. And that is 
the consequence that we pay.  

But I have already made the request that the land be withdrawn from sale. I have already asked 
for a master planning exercise to commence. But I have asked my officials to assist me and 
provide guidance to me on what we can do to ensure that we do not confront this situation again. 
But I cannot embrace a policy position or a scenario which requires that every piece of land 
which we sell through the commercial or the industrial supply stream be consulted on before it is 
sold. That would be simply unreasonable.  

The fine line, I guess the policy response that we need to provide, is to identify perhaps those 
infill sites, to differentiate. It would not be reasonable for me to expect of the LDA or officials 
that we have a public consultation process on a piece of industrial land in the middle of Mitchell, 
Fyshwick or Hume. That is not reasonable. And it would not be responsible to consult. I guess 
what I am saying is that in a case-specific sense I do not disagree with you on this but I could not 
accept a policy position that allows us to identify those sites where we do need obviously to 
consult, to embrace or to engage with the community as against those where there is nothing to be 
gained.  

In relation to a commercial site located, I think, in the city, we should note that; we should not 
suggest that there be a double consultation on every commercial site that we identify or that there 
be a double consultation on every piece of industrial land. There are 100,000 square metres of 
industrial land identified for sale in Hume, in Fyshwick and in Mitchell and I do not propose that 
we consult on the sale or the implications of the sale of a block of land in the middle of Mitchell. 
But I do accept that, for cases such as this, there does need to be an adjustment to our accepted, 



historic approach to the notification and the engagement pre sale with commitments to a process 
such as a master planning which allows that degree of consultation and then the sale.  

But we do need to understand that then it starts off again. When the development application is 
lodged, there is a statutory consultation process. We cannot keep consulting all the time on issues 
that, as Mrs Dunne has identified, are relevant to economic growth and activity. It will just tie us 
in knots that will cause us economic pain to a point that would not be acceptable.  

Having said that, the government will accept the motion. I think it is not fair to say there was no 
consultation but I cannot at this stage quibble that there was an appropriate consultation. There 
was some consultation. There were traffic studies; there were some discussions. I do not believe 
that they met the needs of the Hawker community so I am happy to accept the motion.  

I might just make the point simply that I do not believe it is humanly possible for us to deliver a 
master planning study for Hawker before August 2009. It simply cannot be done. Or it could be 
but we would have to drop every other master plan that is  
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currently being pursued by ACTPLA. I would have to ask them to abandon all other master 
planning that they are doing and give this priority over and above everything else. And that just 
simply is not reasonable. It has been suggested to me by officials that we could conclude a master 
plan by December. I think that is a bit tight.  

I have circulated an amendment which asks for an extension of the date for the completion of a 
planning study. I will conclude on that. Is the government prepared to accept essentially the issue 
as an issue that the government needs to grapple with? I accept it in relation to this site 
specifically. I have asked officials to provide me with a process that identifies sites such as this 
and I think they are probably going to be infill or suburban sites. But I do need to signal that I do 
not believe that the government should be asked to accept this same stringency in relation to the 
vast majority of its land release sales. But I accept that.  

I have received the same representations as Mrs Dunne, and the representations are well made. 
Having said that, as they have to Mrs Dunne, they have also indicated to me and Ms Porter, as I 
understand it, that the majority of retailers and owners—and Mrs Dunne makes this point too—
would prefer to see this sale proceed but they just want some certainty on its implications. But 
there is a strong degree of support within the Hawker shopping centre for additional development 
because it will enhance the site.  
 
Mrs Dunne: Do you want to move this now?  
 
MR STANHOPE: Yes, I will take this opportunity now to move the amendment circulated in 
my name. And I will conclude. I move:  
 
Omit paragraph (2)(b), substitute:  
“(b) complete the planning study and table it in the Legislative Assembly by  

the first sitting day in December 2009.”.  
 
MS LE COUTEUR (Molonglo) (4.06): I was going to speak on the substantive motion, which I 
understand I should do next, given what—  
 
MR SPEAKER: You can speak on both now, if you wish.  
 
MS LE COUTEUR: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I rise to find myself largely agreeing with both of 
the previous speakers. We also have received representations from residents of Hawker that it 



was not consultation; to just have a signpost up was not a reasonable process. And basically I 
would have to agree substantively with what Mrs Dunne said about the process in Hawker. It may 
or may not in the long run be good changes but there certainly has not been adequate consultation. 
Equally though, I have quite some sympathy with the Chief Minister’s statements about the 
impossibility of consulting on every single land sale.  

Part of the agreement between the Labor Party and the Greens said that we would reinstitute 
neighbourhood planning. The whole idea of neighbourhood planning, or master planning, was to 
reduce, or hopefully eliminate, these sorts of circumstances.  
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You have a situation where you would be doing in advance what the government is now planning 
to do. Before the government thinks about substantive changes to a neighbourhood, to a town 
centre, it would go and consult with the neighbours about what is going to happen in that area, 
what the master plan will be for that area, what the neighbourhood plan will be for that area. I 
guess I am rising mainly to commend the Labor-Green parliamentary agreement to the house and 
trust that it will be followed in the future, as it will now be implemented in this case.  

MR COE (Ginninderra) (4.08): Firstly, let me address the issue of the group centres. I do believe 
that Hawker is a group centre. I have got the latest copy of the territory plan, effective 6 February 
2009.  

Mr Stanhope: I was prepared to stand corrected.  

MR COE: Yes. It does state that Calwell, Chisholm, Curtin, Erindale, Jamison, Kingston, 
Manuka, Weston, Wanniassa, Charnwood, Conder, Dickson, Hawker, Kaleen, Kambah, Kippax 
and Mawson are the group centres. Later in that section of the territory plan it does go into a little 
bit more detail, I believe.  

I rise this afternoon to speak in favour of Mrs Dunne’s motion which calls on the government to 
consult with businesses, the Anglican Church and other users of the Hawker group centre. Many 
businesses in suburban shopping centres are doing it tough at the moment. Such local businesses 
are at the centre of our communities and provide essential services for Canberrans. More often 
than not, the businesses of suburban shopping centres are not franchises or subsidiaries but 
independent, standalone businesses. Hawker is no different. Often they are run by families and 
employ people from the immediate area. We in the Assembly must support these businesses 
because they support us and all Canberrans in our daily lives.  

I would imagine that there are few people in our community that are better informed about local 
goings-on than the suburban chemist, the manager of the general store, the operator of the 
takeaway, the local postmaster, the minister or the newsagent. These business people and 
community leaders know what is happening and it is hard to pull the wool over their eyes.  

I have spoken in the Assembly before about the good work churches do in our community. In 
Ginninderra, there are many churches that are all doing great work in making our community a 
better place to live. Christ Church Hawker is one such example.  

We in the Canberra Liberals are committed to rejuvenating our suburbs where it is needed and we 
support appropriate development in our suburbs. We in the Canberra Liberals are also firm in our 
belief that we must actively consult our community when changes are proposed that affect them.  
 
In Belconnen, there are five group centres. They are Jamison, Kaleen, Kippax, Charnwood and 
Hawker. Hawker is the smallest of the centres I just mentioned. Good developments that will 
make the area more sustainable will be supported. And that is certainly the case and certainly the 
view of the residents and tenants at Hawker.  
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However, the auctioning of block 8, section 34 Hawker on 18 March 2009 has been done too 
swiftly and without consulting the community adequately, especially the businesses and 
community organisations that operate at the centre. The concerned people simply want to be 
involved in the future of the area that they have invested so much time and money into 
developing.  

Mrs Dunne’s motion calls upon the government to do what they should have done from the start: 
consult. Unfortunately, this is not an isolated incident. There are other examples in suburban 
shops where developments have gone ahead with little to no consultation. It is not good enough. 
As I said earlier, there is nobody better placed to provide advice on local areas than the suburban 
chemist, manager of the general store, operator of the takeaway, the local postmaster, minister or 
newsagent.  

It would be foolish of us not to speak with them when it is their future and their community at 
stake. I urge all members to support a return to engaging with the community and support this 
motion.  
 
MRS DUNNE (Ginninderra) (4.12): I will speak to Mr Stanhope’s amendment and close at the 
same time, for economy’s sake. I welcome the approach taken by Mr Stanhope and the 
government. I thank him for his very thoughtful approach on this and I think that, as a result, we 
may get quite a good outcome.  

When I came up with the reporting date, I was trying to strike a balance between taking six 
months to do a planning study and not putting it out so far as to jeopardise the sale but, if the 
Chief Minister is of the view that going until December is more appropriate, I will bow to that. I 
thank the Chief Minister for his generosity in this and I think that the people of Ginninderra will 
thank him as well. I hope that they do.  

I think he makes a fair point about the policy approach that we need to take. It is the case that we 
should not have a one-size-fits-all approach. But it may be that it is important that we start a 
master planning process for areas where there has not been a master plan or the master plan has 
been around for some time. I actually do not know whether there has ever been a master plan for 
Hawker. If there has been one, it was a very long time ago. One of those approaches might be to 
look at where there are infill places in group centres and large shopping centres and things like 
that and start the master planning there.  

It would also be appropriate, I think—and it has been my view and the view of the Canberra 
Liberals for a substantial amount of time—that it is time that there was a whole-of-town-centre 
master planning approach for Belconnen. There have been master plans for bits of it, but there 
has not been an overall approach. There has been an overall approach taken to Phillip in the last 
little while and I think it is time that the same approach was taken in Belconnen.  

I thank members for their support. I thank the Chief Minister for his generosity. We will support 
the amendment. I hope that, as a result, we get a good outcome for the people who make their 
living and operate community activities at and frequent the Hawker shopping centre, the 
professional areas and the churches; that we also learn  
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from this, as the Chief Minister has foreshadowed; and that we do not get ourselves in this 
situation when we start to sell blocks of land in other places.  



It is always contentious, and the Chief Minister will remember how contentious it was to sell 
blocks of land in the Kippax group centre in the last little while. We need to learn from our 
mistakes. And it might be true to say that we have always done it like this and we did it like this 
under previous governments as well but we did not always do it well and, when we do not do it 
well, we should learn from our mistakes. This was a mistake. It is not a hanging offence and we 
have been able to pull the fat out of the fire. I think we will end up with a good outcome. I thank 
members for their support.  
 
Amendment agreed to  
Motion, as amended, agreed to  
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