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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ACROYNMS AND ABBREVIATIONS MEANING

ACT Australian Capital Territory

API Australian Property Institute

DFSI NSW Department of Finance, Services and Innovation

HACA Heads of Asbestos Coordination Authorities

LAA Licensed Asbestos Assessors

LAMS Loose-Fill Asbestos Management System

LFAI Loose-fill asbestos insulation

LGA Local Government Area

MoU Memorandum of Understanding

NSW New South Wales

PiR Post-implementation review

PNSW Property NSW

PWA NSW Public Works Advisory

PwC PricewaterhouseCoopers

SMP Safety Management Plan

SWMS Safe Work Method Statements

VPDP Voluntary Purchase and Demolition Program

WHS Work Health and Safety



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In late 2014, in response to widespread public health and 
safety concerns linked to loose-fill asbestos insulation 
(LFAI), the NSW Government established the ‘Make 
Safe’ Assistance Package (a short-term solution) to 
provide support and technical assistance to homeowners 
of affected properties. Concurrently, the Loose-Fill 
Asbestos Insulation Taskforce (note: this is the original 
Taskforce and not the one subject to the current post-
implementation review) was also formed as a longer-term 
solution. The Loose-Fill Asbestos Insulation Taskforce 
developed a comprehensive action plan to advise the NSW 
Government on the most enduring solution to mitigate 
the risks associated with LFAI, in an unknown number of 
residential homes across NSW. The Loose-Fill Asbestos 
Insulation Taskforce examined evidence and best practice 
to determine an appropriate solution and proposed 13 key 
recommendations.

As a result, the Voluntary Purchase and Demolition 
Program (the VPDP) was established by the NSW 
Government on 29 June 2015 and the Loose-Fill Asbestos 
Implementation Taskforce (the Taskforce) was formed to 
implement the VPDP and proposed recommendations. The 
NSW Government determined the only safe way to mitigate 
the dangerous health risks from LFAI was through the 
demolition and remediation of the affected houses. Initially, 
26 Local Government Areas (LGAs) were determined to be 
of high risk, and an additional 43 LGAs were included within 
the scope of the VPDP.

The Taskforce developed a highly effective communications 
strategy, targeting high-risk LGAs to raise community 
awareness and encourage free-testing for LFAI in the 
roof cavities of residential homes. A total of 104,992 
homeowners registered for the free roof inspections across 
NSW. Subsequently, 71,213 inspections were carried out by 
Licensed Asbestos Assessors (LAAs). Of the houses tested, 
151 received positive test results for LFAI. 

Two options were presented to homeowners who received a 
positive LFAI test result: 

Option 1: voluntary purchase of both their house and land 
at market value (as if the property were unaffected by 
LFAI). Strata properties were only offered this option; or 

Option 2: voluntary purchase of their house only at 
market value (as if the property were unaffected by 
LFAI). Properties over two hectares were only offered the 
purchase of their house.

A homeowner could change (with exceptions stated as 
above) from Option 1 to Option 2, or Option 2 to Option 1 at 
almost any time prior to exchange or settlement and prior 
to demolition.

As at 9 April 2019, 92 properties (of the 98 that have been 
structurally demolished) have been remediated and taken 
off the public register, removing household and community 
risks of LFAI; the remainder are either scheduled or under 
negotiation. All homeowners who received positive test 
results were offered financial assistance and individual case 
management support throughout the duration of the VPDP.

As of 9 April 2019:

104,992 71,213 151 98
registrations were 

recorded in the 
Loose-Fill Asbestos 
Management System 

(LAMS)

inspections of 
residential properties 

were completed by 
LAAs

properties tested 
positive to LFAI

structural demolitions 
were completed

ii Post-implementation Review of the Voluntary Purchase and Demolition Program Final Report



$141.4M
was spent in total 
on the VPDP.

As of March 2019:

This included:
 ▪ $1,117,108 spent on communications;
 ▪ $28,802,196 spent on inspections of residential properties;
 ▪ $38,399,498 spent on Option 1 acquisitions and $8,811,250 on Option 2;
 ▪ $20,005,852 spent on demolitions; and
 ▪ $7,893,384 spent on waste management.

The Taskforce has also implemented all 13 
recommendations presented within the NSW Taskforce 
Report: Loose-fill Asbestos Insulation in NSW Homes (the 
Taskforce Report).

The overall success of the VPDP was attributed to the:
 ▪ Strong working knowledge of the mechanics of 

government, and social justice positioning, to quickly 
and effectively drive policy changes;

 ▪ Strong leadership, supported by a highly adaptive and 
committed Taskforce;

 ▪ Collaboration with highly experienced and expert 
Project Partners – Property NSW (PNSW) and NSW 
Public Works Advisory (PWA);

 ▪ Implementation of a highly effective communications 
strategy, focussed on addressing community concerns 
at the outset;

 ▪ Well-equipped and solutions-oriented case 
management team, with the requisite experience and 
skills to manage cases effectively; and

 ▪ Critical emphasis on Work Health and Safety (WHS) 
across Taskforce staff, LAAs and the community, 
ensuring minimal incidents.

Urbis was commissioned by the Department of Finance, 
Services and Innovation (DFSI) to deliver a post-
implementation review (PiR) of the VPDP. This document is 
the final report of the PiR, which commenced in March 2019 
and was completed in May 2019.
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1.1 BACKGROUND 
Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, pure loose-fill 
asbestos was sold as ceiling insulation for residential and 
commercial premises. Loose-fill asbestos insulation (LFAI) 
was installed in over 1,100 residential properties in the 
Australian Capital Territory (ACT) and in a smaller unknown 
number of properties in New South Wales (NSW). While 
some individuals had raised concerns about the installation 
of LFAI, the risks associated with LFAI were not widely 
known at the time.1

Australian governments began banning asbestos in the 
1980s due to concerns about asbestos related deaths 
and diseases. Most states and territories introduced a 
ban on the mining of raw asbestos and the manufacture, 
importation and installation of products containing 
crocidolite and amosite asbestos from 31 December 1984. 
By the late 1980s, the use of asbestos in building products 
was banned in most Australian states and territories. On 
31 December 2003, a national ban on all uses of chrysotile 
asbestos came into effect and was also extended to the 
import and export of all products containing asbestos.2 

There were attempts by the ACT Government and NSW 
Government to manage LFAI “in-place” by removing loose-
fill asbestos from the ceiling cavity or sealing exposure 
pathways, but these efforts have not resulted in a long-
term or enduring solution.3 In developing a response to 
LFAI, the NSW Government (the Government) announced 
free ceiling insulation testing for property owners in the 
identified 26 LGAs. PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) was 
subsequently commissioned by the Heads of Asbestos 
Coordination Authorities (HACA) in October 2014 to 
conduct an independent investigation to help quantify the 
scope and number of properties affected by LFAI in NSW. 
The investigation estimated the potential for a low range of 
272 properties, a median number of 511 properties and a 
high range of 927 properties that may be affected. This was 
based on the free ceiling insulation testing program results, 
the absence of any positive results in the majority of the 26 
LGAs eligible for testing and the differences between the 
local council’s and PwC’s estimates of pre-1980s housing 
stock.4

In response to the PwC report’s findings, the NSW 
Government announced the provision of financial support 
and assistance, for affected residents through the ‘Make 
Safe’ Assistance Package in December 2014. This included 
free technical assessments, building works (exposure 
pathway sealing and environmental cleaning), hazard 
labelling, short term accommodation, reimbursement for 
soft furnishings and/or porous materials that required 

1 NSW Government, NSW Taskforce Report: Loose-fill Asbestos Insulation in NSW Homes, 2017.
2 Australian Government, National Strategic Plan for Asbestos Management and Awareness 2014–18, 2018.
3 DFSI, Program Charter, 2018.
4 PwC, PwC Report: Loose-fill Ceiling Asbestos, 2015.
5 NSW Government, NSW Taskforce Report: Loose-fill Asbestos Insulation in NSW Homes, 2017.
6 ibid
7 ibid.
8 DFSI, Program Charter, 2018.

disposal, and counselling services.5 The ‘Make Safe’ 
Assistance Package was designed as a short-term solution 
and as of 1 May 2015, 2,580 premises in the 26 LGAs had 
registered for the free-testing service. In total, 1,735 homes 
were tested, with seven positive results in Berrigan Shire, 
Yass Valley Shire, Queanbeyan City and Greater Hume 
LGAs.6

In conjunction with the ‘Make Safe’ Assistance Package, 
the Loose-Fill Asbestos Insulation Taskforce was 
also established on 19 December 2014 to develop a 
comprehensive action plan to advise the Government 
on the most appropriate enduring solution to the loose-
fill asbestos issue in NSW. These included options for 
Government purchase, demolition and owner rebuild. In 
accordance with the Terms of Reference, the Loose-Fill 
Asbestos Insulation Taskforce members considered a 
range of reports, investigation findings and other evidence 
to determine an appropriate solution to the risks posed by 
LFAI. As a result, the Voluntary Purchase and Demolition 
Program (the VPDP) was established by the Government on 
29 June 2015 to remove the LFAI risk to public health and 
safety.

The VPDP was designed around PwC’s estimated median 
number of 511 properties, which was also used to inform 
the VPDP budget. The Loose-fill Asbestos Implementation 
Taskforce (the Taskforce) sitting within NSW Fair Trading 
in the Department of Finance, Services & Innovation (DFSI) 
was established to implement the VPDP. The Taskforce 
considered the 13 recommendations (presented within the 
Taskforce Report), which influenced the scope of the VPDP.7

VPDP VISION AND OBJECTIVES
The primary vision of the VPDP,8 through a voluntary 
process, was to:

 ▪ facilitate the identification of residential properties in 
targeted areas across NSW that contain LFAI, and to 
provide support and financial assistance to affected 
homeowners;

 ▪ provide homeowners with sufficient detail, to enable 
them to make informed choices – with respect to future 
courses of action;

 ▪ offer owners of affected homes the choice of either 
a voluntary purchase of both their house and land 
or a voluntary purchase of their house only, with the 
following exceptions: choice of house and land only 
purchase (Option 1) for Strata properties and choice of 
house-only purchase (Option 2) for properties zoned for 
rural use;
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Sample test 
occurs

Sample test 
positive

Air/dust 
assessment is 
carried out at 
the property

Contract for 
sale is prepared

Properties 
grouped for 
demolition 
efficiency

The property 
remains on the 
public register 
and is tagged

Parties 
exchange 
contracts

Demolition is 
planned for 

each individual 
propoerty

Settlement 
occurs (42 

days following 
contract 

exchange)

A licence 
agreement is 

provided to the 
homeowner

Property is sold 
and acquired 
by the NSW 
Government

Homeowner 
receives notice 
of vacation date

Homeowner 
chooses  
option 1̂

Homeowner 
chooses  
option 2^  

(6-12 months to 
complete)

Homeowner 
chooses not to 

proceed

Property is 
maintained 

before 
demolition

Demolition and 
remediation 

takes place (14-
16 weeks)

Demolition and 
remediation 

occurs

The property 
is removed 

from the public 
register

The property 
is removed 

from the public 
register

The property is 
returned to the 

homeowner

Land is ready 
for next use 

or undergoes 
divestment

Two 
independent 
valuations 
occur and 

homeowner 
recieves report

Homeowner 
receives an 

option election 
form

Positive 
property is 

added to the 
public register 

and tagged

Sample test 
negative

No further 
action required 

Homeowner 
recieves the 

report

Contact made 
with registrant 
and eligibility 

confirmed

Register for a free sample test*

* In selected areas, until 1 August 2016. 
Free sample testing was later extended till 
October 2016 in selected additional areas 
^ A homeowner can change from Option 1 
to Option 2, or Option 2 to Option 1 at almost 
any time prior to exchange/settlement and 
prior to demolition 

 ▪ provide an enduring solution (for homeowners, 
healthcare workers, tradespeople and the community 
at large) to LFAI health risks, by demolishing identified 
LFAI-affected residences and effectively remediating 
the sites;

 ▪ eliminate the ongoing risk of exposure to LFAI for 
homeowners, tenants, tradespeople and the wider 
community;

 ▪ eliminate the risk through demolition of LFAI affected 
residential premises;

 ▪ provide, so far as possible and reasonable, flexibility and 
options for informed choices to be made by owners of 
affected homes; and

 ▪ minimise overall costs to the community and 
government

Figure 1 below outlines the VPDP process.
Figure 1 Program process map
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THIS REVIEW
The NSW DFSI commissioned Urbis to undertake a 
post-implementation review of the VPDP to assess the 
overall performance of the Taskforce and the extent to 
which the VPDP addressed the 13 recommendations. 
This review involves assessing activities undertaken from 
establishment up until operational closure (December 
2018) and during the transition period (Q1-2 2019).

METHODOLOGY
This review is informed by a combination of primary 
data sources comprising consultations with a range of 
stakeholders and a review of program documents and data. 
Key lines of enquiry were developed in collaboration with 
NSW Fair Trading as a framework for the review, which 
aimed to assess to what extent the 13 recommendations 
were implemented. 
1. Delivering the VPDP – Did the Taskforce deliver the 

VPDP? 
2. Prioritising safety – To what extent did the Taskforce 

prioritise safety for employees, contractors and the 
community?

3. Responding to a changing policy environment – How 
effectively did the Taskforce respond to a changing policy 
environment?

4. Meeting community expectations – Did the VPDP 
program meet community expectations?

5. Informing the community – How effectively did the 
Taskforce inform community of the VPDP (registrations 
for free testing)? 

6. Supporting the community – How effectively did the 
Taskforce manage community concerns and support 
wellbeing during the VPDP?

7. Overcoming challenges – What was the impact of 
unforeseen consequences?

These seven themes were explored through the key review 
questions listed in Appendix B.

We also reviewed a range of documentation, both public 
and private, developed a coding framework and coded the 
documentations using NVivo, a qualitative analysis software 
program. NVivo was used to categorise the contents of the 
documentation in line with these themes, as well as any 
additional themes that emerged during the analysis.

We consulted with the Taskforce leaders including the 
VPDP Executive Director, Program Directors and Program 
Managers. A range of consultation methods were applied, 
including one-on-one interviews and group interviews. Two 
individual interviews were undertaken to consult with a 
subject matter expert and Program Manager. The two group 
interviews were conducted with Program Leads. 

Upon completion of the document review and stakeholder 
interviews, we undertook analysis of the qualitative data. 
This analysis has formed the basis of this report. 

LIMITATIONS
Interviews were only carried out with Program leaders who 
were one of many stakeholders in the Taskforce. The review 
team did not interview other stakeholders, including Project 
Partners, Taskforce employees, contractors and Program 
participants. A summary statement was received from both 
PWA and PNSW, outlining their contribution.  

Community feedback in the form of emails to the Taskforce 
was selected and provided by the VPDP staff and, where 
appropriate, have been referred to in this report. While 
we acknowledge this potentially exposes the results to 
selection bias, negative feedback was discussed in the 
interviews and is reflected in the review.
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LFAI Implementation Taskforce 
communications strategy to raise 
awareness and drive registrations

Registrations

Roof inspections Positive LFAI test result

Acquisitions

Demolitions

Divestment

Negative LFAI test result

COMMUNICATIONS 
WITH THE 

COMMUNITY CASE MANAGEMENT

2.1 DELIVERING THE VPDP
The Taskforce was established as a temporary flexible 
structure created to coordinate, direct and oversee the 
implementation of the VPDP.9 It was established for four 
years from 29 June 2015 to 30 June 2019. It was reported 
that the VPDP Executive Director arrived ‘mid-flight’ to 
a team of 5-10 people approximately three months after 
the establishment of the Taskforce.10  During this time, the 
Taskforce was dealing with the influx of registrations from 
the initial and extended registration period.

There were six operational workstreams within the VPDP:
 ▪ Registration to capture owner and property details 

of registrants, verify ownership and eligibility, obtain 
consent, and respond to general enquiries accurately 
and efficiently;

 ▪ Inspections to inspect eligible residential properties for 
the presence of LFAI;

 ▪ Acquisition to oversee the voluntary acquisition 
process;

 ▪ Demolition to demolish and remediate LFAI affected 
properties within the VPDP;

 ▪ Divestment to aid in the facilitation and implementation 
of the divestment phase; and

 ▪ Case Management, ran in parallel with other 
workstreams, was responsible for transitioning 
homeowners through key Program phases from 
Inspections then to Acquisition, Demolition and 
Divestment.

9 DFSI, PMO Governance Strategic Plan, 2018.
10 Interview with Program Leaders on 3 April 2019.
11 DFSI, Post-implementation Review – Project Partner PNSW High-Level Statements, 2019.
12 DFSI, Post-implementation Review – Project Partner PWA High-Level Statements, 2019.

PNSW was engaged as a Project Partner to effectively 
manage and execute the acquisitions, property 
maintenance and divestment of properties acquired under 
the VPDP. As experts in their field, PNSW’s standard 
acquisition and divestment processes and methodologies 
were incorporated into the VPDP’s operating model.11 

PWA was also engaged as a Project Partner to procure and 
manage the demolition and remediation of LFAI-affected 
properties, given their experience and technical skills in the 
management of asbestos, as well as their expert project 
management capability. Accordingly, PWA was responsible 
for managing the tender, demolition and remediation of 
affected properties, and providing expert technical advice 
to the Taskforce. PWA devised the Program’s demolition 
process and methodology, based on best practice and 
industry standards.12 

Communications with the community were also an 
ongoing workstream throughout the entire program.

Figure 2 illustrates the workstream checkpoints throughout 
the VPDP. 

A summary of key stakeholders involved in the VPDP is 
contained in Appendix C.

Table 1 provides a summary of the outcomes and 
achievements of each workstream.

Figure 2 Program workstreams 
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Table 1 Workstream outcomes and achievements

WORKSTREAM OUTCOMES AND ACHIEVEMENTS

Registration As of 9 April 2019, 104,992 registrations are recorded in the Loose-Fill Asbestos Management System 
(LAMS), which greatly exceeded the estimation of 35,000 that informed the VPDP’s Awareness 
Campaign.13 
As of 5 November 2018, approximately 8,715 general email enquiries were received and actioned by the 
Registrations Workstream, and approximately 8,446 emails were received relating to Strata registrations. 
The Registrations Workstream also answered 49,848 calls. Phone enquiries were handled across 
Taskforce Operational Workstreams and not solely by the Registrations Workstream.14 

Inspections As of 9 April 2019, 71,213 inspections of residential properties have been completed by LAAs. 151 
properties were tested positive.15 

Acquisition As of 9 April 2019, the workstream, in partnership with Property NSW (PNSW), had facilitated the 
acquisition of 106 properties under Option 1 and 39 properties under Option 2.

Demolition As of 9 April 2019:
 ▪ A total of 98 structural demolitions were completed. 
 ▪ 92 properties have been removed from the Public Register; and
 ▪ 39 properties have been returned to Option 2 homeowners.16 

Many Option 2 homeowners have completed rebuilds and moved into their new homes on the remediated 
sites, while some have since sold the remediated sites.17 

Divestment As of 9 April 2019:
 ▪ 23 properties have been divested (settled);
 ▪ 23 properties have been exchanged;
 ▪ 32 properties have been offered for sale; and
 ▪ 52 properties have been given to PNSW to divest.18 

Case Management As of 9 April 2019, the workstream progressed 96% of affected homeowners through the VPDP. This 
amounts to 145 of 151 homeowners who had roof inspections, tested positive for LFAI, and were 
progressed through to Option 1 or Option 2.19 

13 DFSI, Program Update, 2019.
14 DFSI, Workstream Closure Report: Registration Workstream, 2018.
15 DFSI, Program Update, 2019.
16 ibid
17 DFSI, Workstream Closure Report: Demolition Workstream, 2018.
18 DFSI, Program Update, 2019.
19 Reported by the Program Manager on 23 April 2019.

PROGRAM COSTS AND BUDGET
A total of $278.6 million was budgeted and fully expensed 
in the State’s 2014-15 financial accounts in relation to 
the costs of this program.20 The costs were based on the 
median number of 511 properties estimated by PWC’s 
independent investigation in 2014.21 Program costs 
included the following elements: roof inspections, property 
maintenance, property purchase, demolitions, sale of 
land, operational costs, scheme administration and other 
costs such as management and financial assistance to 
homeowners and tenants. 

As of March 2019, $141.4 million was spent in total. 
The total costs for the communications, acquisitions, 
demolitions, waste management and inspections of 
residential properties were:

20 DFSI, Financial Management Plan, 2018.
21 NSW Government, NSW Taskforce Report: Loose-fill Asbestos Insulation in NSW Homes, 2017.
22 DFSI, Financial Report Summary, 2019.

 ▪ $1,117,108 spent on communications;
 ▪ $28,802,196 spent on inspections of residential 

properties;
 ▪ $38,399,498 spent on Option 1 acquisitions and 

$8,811,250 on Option 2;
 ▪ $20,005,852 spent on demolitions; and
 ▪ $7,893,384 spent on waste management.22 

The total amount unspent is $131.6 million (excluding 
GST). This was under budget as only 151 properties tested 
positive through the VPDP, compared to the PwC estimate 
of 511 properties.
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2.2 PRIORITISING SAFETY
Compliance with health and safety obligations, and 
provision of a safe work environment was a key priority for 
the Taskforce. The Taskforce was able to implement the 
lessons learnt from the Royal Commission into Homes 
Insulation, and other investigations into the Homeowners 
Insulation Program under the 2009 Commonwealth 
Government Energy Efficient Homes Package,23 known as 
the ‘Pink Batts Program’.24 In addition, the experiences from 
the LFAI program in ACT were used as a point of reference 
during the development of the Work Health and Safety 
(WHS) program management plan.25  

There was substantial emphasis from Program Leaders 
from the outset to ensure that the LAAs procedures were 
of a very high standard, to ensure both their own and 
community safety during roof inspections. To support 
the VPDP, a senior risk expert and a highly experienced 
inspector in the asbestos field were appointed to provide 
advice and lead the development and oversight of safety 
procedures and contractual obligations of the LAAs.

WORK HEALTH AND SAFETY PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT PLAN
The WHS program management plan outlined the 
Taskforce’s activities and their associated health and safety 
risks.26 The plan contained details about the:

 ▪ the operations of Taskforce staff working in NSW 
Government offices and regional shared premises and 
related community engagement and outreach services;

 ▪ the collaboration of the VPDP project partners i.e. PWA 
and PNSW; and

 ▪ inspection of properties potentially affected by LFAI for 
the purposes of: 

 – the collection of bulk samples by contractors, 
for testing to determine the presence of loose-fill 
asbestos;

 – air monitoring and settled dust sample collection in 
LFAI affected properties;

 – valuation of affected properties by Australian 
Property Institute (API).27 

23 Ian Hanger AM QC, Report of the Royal Commission into the Home Insulation Program, 2014. Retrieved from http://www.
homeinsulationroyalcommission.gov.au/Documentation/Documents/ReportoftheRoyalCommissionintotheHomeInsulationProgram.pdf
24 Jean Parker, Lessons to be learnt from the pink batts disaster, 2014. Retrieved from https://www.abc.net.au/news/2014-05-21/parker-lessons-
to-be-learnt-from-the-pink-batts-disaster/5466762
25 Interview with Program Executive Director on 3 April 2019.
26 DFSI, WHS Program Management Plan, 2018.
27 ibid.
28 DFSI, Work Health and Safety Manual, 2018.
29 DFSI, WHS Program Management Plan, 2018.
30 ibid.

Guidance on specific obligations and information on 
prohibited actions within the VPDP were provided by the 
WHS framework28 (see Figure 3). The framework contains 
prescribed procedural and administrative requirements to 
support the VPDP’s overall safety. This included legislation, 
codes of practice, manuals, plans, registers, checklists and 
mandatory trainings that informed and guided the WHS 
program management plan.

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
The primary stakeholders in delivering the WHS activities 
included the:

 ▪ Taskforce employees, including Program Executive 
Director, Program Directors and Program Managers, 
who worked in NSW Government offices and regional 
shared premises and related community engagement 
and outreach services;

 ▪ LAAs under contract number 1500755 (including 
variations): NSW Licensed Asbestos Assessor with 
the aid of licensed electricians and licensed builders 
– Inspections and Testing for Loose-Fill Asbestos 
Insulation in Residential Properties;

 ▪ API who coordinated independent inspections and the 
provision of valuation reports for affected properties; 
and

 ▪ Greencap, an environmental consulting organisation, 
who undertook technical air and dust assessments of 
LFAI properties.29 

Table 2 provides a matrix of the key WHS responsibilities of 
each stakeholder.30 
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LEGISLATION
WHS Act 2011

WHS Regulation 2017
Workers Compensation Act 1987

Workplace Injury Management and  
Workers Compensation Act 1998

Workers Compensation Regulations 2016
Workers Compensation Legislation  

Amendment Act 2018 No 62

CODES OF PRACTICE AND STANDARDS
Codes of Practice Australian Standards

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE SERVICES AND INNOVATION
DFSI Safety Management System - Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Forms

TASKFORCE - LAA CONTRACTORS
Risk Register

Safety Management Plan
SWMS Review

Hazard and Safety Alerts
Health Monitoring

Contractor Assist Program

TASKFORCE - OPERATIONS
Taskforce WHS Business Priorities

Taskforce Safety Piorities 
(Reporting KPIs) 

Safety Manual
Hazard Register

Risk Register
Safety Induction

Mandatory Training
Safe Operating Procedures

Case Manager -  
Pre-site Visit 

Checklist/Risk Assessment
Incident Property Register

Consultation Huddles
Health and Wellbeing

Figure 3 WHS framework

Table 2 Matrix of key WHS responsibilities

ACTIVITIES TASKFORCE LAA GREENCAP API

Development and communication of Safety Management Plan 
(SMP)    
Development, training and implementation of Safe Work 
Method Statements (SWMS)   
Assessment of SWMS for compliance with requirements under 
WHS legislation  
Managing compliance with the SWMS on-site   
Compliance with SWMS on-site including provision/wearing of 
personal protection equipment    
Providing WHS training    
Reporting incidents, hazards and notifiable incidents    
Managing incidents and injuries on-site including provision of 
emergency management   
Reporting incidents, injuries and near misses to the Principal 
within 24 hours   
Review of incident and injury reports; trend analysis; review of 
procedures to manage emerging hazards    
Participation in consultation meetings to review risks and 
share learnings    
Provision of reports complying with contract/other scope of 
work/agreed requirements   
Auditing of reports to meet terms of contract/scope/
agreement
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WHS STANDARDS FOR TASKFORCE 
EMPLOYEES
The Taskforce implemented high WHS standards for both 
employees and LAA entities. All employees and contractors 
were required to comply with the AS/NZ 4801:2001 
Occupational Health and Safety Management Systems. The 
Taskforce also engaged a comprehensive review of its WHS 
operations by an external consultant, AusSafe Consulting, 
to ensure further compliance.31 

Taskforce employees were provided asbestos awareness 
training by the Taskforce’s Manager of Inspections (assisted 
by the Senior Project Officer) in numerous modes and 
at different intervals starting with induction sessions. 
Refresher sessions were provided when the need to 
improve competency was identified and as a part of a 
training schedule. Induction training also included WHS-
specific and emergency evacuation which was provided by 
the Taskforce’s Senior WHS & Risk Advisor. Competency 
was assessed by subject matter experts during training 
sessions and routinely throughout the VPDP. The Taskforce 
managers/directors were responsible to ensure that 
employees:

 ▪ Held the appropriate qualifications, accreditations and 
licence requirements to carry out their roles;

 ▪ Attended a WHS induction including asbestos 
awareness training; and

 ▪ Participated in all relevant training and/or information-
sharing sessions.32 

Where identified, employees attended  external training 
services to ensure adherence to industry best practice. 
This competency was complemented by attendance at 
conferences, symposiums, seminars, workshops and 
webinars.

To prevent the risk of asbestos exposure, the Taskforce’s 
Manager of Inspections (assisted by the Senior WHS & Risk 
Advisor) was responsible for providing on-site guidance and 
training regarding asbestos awareness which was directed 
at Taskforce employees who attended demolition sites and 
engagement activities with the public.33

WHS STANDARDS FOR LAAs
All contracted LAAs who attended site inspections to 
collect samples for testing purposes were required 
to hold an asbestos assessor licence. Each LAA was 
required to carry licence identification for inspection by a 
representative of the Principal or SafeWork NSW.

31 DFSI, WHS Program Management Plan, 2018.
32 ibid
33 ibid

LAA entities were also required to provide certificates of 
currency for Public Liability, Workers Compensation and 
Professional Indemnity Insurances before being engaged 
for LFAI inspections. They also needed to ensure that all 
workers under their control:

 ▪ Held the appropriate licence requirements to carry out 
the role of LAA;

 ▪ Had attended job-specific WHS induction training;
 ▪ Had participated in the development of, and been 

trained in, the implementation of the SWMS specific to:
 – the collection of samples for the purposes of testing 

for LFAI;
 – risks associated with exposure to asbestos fibres, 

electrical power and working at heights.
 ▪ If they were LAAs, had been provided LFAI-specific 

asbestos awareness training to participating licensed 
electricians and licensed builders;

 ▪ LAAs had been provided appropriate personal 
protection equipment and on-site instruction to API 
approved Valuers engaged under the VPDP on safe use 
and disposal; and

 ▪ Had provided API-approved Valuers, attending 
properties on behalf of the API, with asbestos 
awareness training.

Risk registers were frequently used to record even the 
most minor risk to ensure that the management team 
had coverage across the entire program. This enabled 
the Taskforce to manage the risk management process 
judiciously. 

MANAGEMENT OF WHS ISSUES
Despite a strong emphasis on WHS standards, it was 
noted by the VPDP Senior WHS & Risk Advisor that WHS 
challenges arose throughout the VPDP. While there were 
no major WHS incidents reported across the quantum of 
inspection activities undertaken, it was reported there were 
issues around monitoring the large number of LAAs – at 
the height of the VPDP there were over 20 active LAA 
entities. To overcome this issue, the Taskforce developed 
an audit program which assisted with identifying and 
resolving issues and improving procedures. A Senior Project 
Officer with LAA qualifications and 20 years of asbestos 
experience and a former WorkCover NSW inspector were 
recruited by the Taskforce to audit LAAs and perform 
frequent WHS compliance checks on LAAs during the 
course of their LFAI inspections.
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The Taskforce’s site audit program reportedly reinforced 
high WHS standards throughout the VPDP. When shortfalls 
in compliance with WHS standards were identified, the 
LAA would immediately cease work.  LAA contractors 
were contacted to ensure they understood their obligations 
and were required to communicate these obligations to all 
relevant LAAs as part of addressing the corrective action. 
If attempts to address corrective actions had not corrected 
practices, disciplinary action in the form of formal warnings 
were issued. The warnings provided further instructions on 
actions that needed to be in place to avoid the cessation of 
their contracts with the VPDP. Almost 90% of all individual 
LAAs were audited in that process to ensure benchmarking 
and efficacy of the framework and program.34 

There is strong evidence demonstrating that when there 
was an issue around the safety of LAAs, the Taskforce 
quickly resolved the concern. For example, when a LAA 
received an electric shock during the preliminary steps of a 
LFAI inspection, the Taskforce introduced a requirement for 
LAAs to purchase and wear AS 2225 insulated protective 
gloves and reimbursed LAA entities for this safety measure. 
Only 55 corrective actions were issued to LAA entities 
throughout the VPDP for unsafe practices – two individual 
LAAs were removed from the VPDP because of persistent 
non-compliance.35 

During the demolition phase, controls put in place by 
project partner PWA ensured no major incidents occurred. 
Despite the large volume of work and complex demolition 
activities, only three minor incidents occurred during the life 
of the program:36

 ▪ An excavator had a ‘near-miss’ with above-ground 
power lines; no damage occurred.

 ▪ A subcontractor fell off a mobile platform; no major 
injury occurred.

 ▪ SafeWork NSW served an Improvement Notice 
with regards to an excavator using secure wiring 
attachments rather than the required proprietary pins.

The safety management system for the demolition program 
was subject to an external review which confirmed full WHS 
regulatory compliance.37 

To ensure community safety, the communications strategy 
supported safety messaging via several channels. 
For example, the Taskforce created a short video for 
homeowners who were getting their properties inspected 
that included mitigating safety risks for homeowners prior 
to property assessment by an LAA. The video aimed to 
allay any fears that homeowners may have and assured 
them that safety was a top priority of the VPDP.  
Section 2.6 provides more detail on how the Taskforce 
managed community safety and wellbeing concerns.

34 Interview with Program Manager on 16 April 2019.
35 ibid.
36 DFSI, Post-implementation Review – Project Partner PWA High-Level Statements, 2019.
37 ibid.

2.3 RESPONDING TO A 
CHANGING POLICY 
ENVIRONMENT

There were two main policy changes at the initial stages of 
the VPDP. 
1. The Taskforce was managing the expectations of 

affected homeowners who were previously receiving 
property remediation assistance from the ‘Make Safe’ 
Assistance Package, as well as managing affected 
homeowners coming into the VPDP.

2. The inclusion of additional LGAs, as a result of the 
response from the surrounding communities (LGAs) 
not initially included in the VPDP, also brought policy 
changes to the scope of the VPDP.

Through adaptive management, the Taskforce was able to 
respond to the policy changes effectively.

DUAL AUDIENCES
The VPDP was announced in July 2015 and the Taskforce 
was established several months later. At this time, the 
Taskforce team consisted of approximately 5-10 people, 
and the processes and procedures required to support the 
VPDP had not yet commenced. During the initial stages of 
the VPDP, it was reported that the Taskforce was already 
managing expectations from an estimated 60 affected 
homeowners (some of which had received assistance from 
the ‘Make Safe’ Assistance Package program) as well as 
over 3,000 existing registrations, while simultaneously 
establishing and delivering the VPDP.  

INCLUSION OF ADDITIONAL LGAs
In June 2015, when the VPDP was announced, 26 
LGAs were identified to take part in the free-testing. 
Two additional LGAs were added to the VPDP shortly 
after the VPDP commenced. It was reported that when 
communications about the VPDP started, some community 
members and Councils advocated for the inclusion of 
additional LGAs into the scope of the VPDP. For example, 
communities in southern NSW lobbied the Taskforce for the 
inclusion of their LGAs in the VPDP. A proposal was brought 
to the Steering Committee and limited free-testing in 35 
additional LGAs was approved. The Tamworth LGA, and a 
further 5 LGAs in the Newcastle region were also added to 
the VPDP, when a property in the area was found to contain 
LFAI. In conjunction with the communications strategy, 
this resulted in over 100,000 registrations, well above the 
estimated 35,000 registrations, and a significant expansion 
of the scope of the VPDP across NSW. 
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ADAPTIVE, EFFECTIVE, AND 
COLLABORATIVE MANAGEMENT WAS KEY 
TO TACKLING THE CHANGING ENVIRONMENT
The adaptability and commitment of Taskforce staff and 
Project Partners were reported by program stakeholders 
as a key success factor to the VPDP. Although there were 
some challenges in recruitment, the transition between 
Program phases was highly efficient as the team shared a 
common goal in supporting homeowners through the VPDP 
and were receptive to adaptive management. Program 
stakeholders also attributed the team’s effectiveness to 
the positive attitudes and flexibility displayed by the team. 
The team comprised of technical subject matter experts 
who were responsible for bringing industry knowledge to 
assist with processes catered to a range of situations, as 
well as motivated and flexible staff who transitioned quickly 
between workstreams to meet shifting demands. Program 
Managers, who demonstrated expertise and effective 
leadership, were also crucial in harnessing the energy of 
their respective workstreams to drive the team towards 
achieving their goals.

The collaboration with Project Partners, particularly their 
subject matter expertise in managing their respective 
functions, was also a key contributor to navigating the 
changing policy environment. 

PNSW clearly defined their roles, responsibilities and 
handover points with the Taskforce, enabling efficient 
management of acquisition and divestment activities. This 
was bolstered by a strong working relationship with the 
Acquisition, Divestment and Demolition Workstreams and 
the Taskforce’s Policy team, enabling PNSW to effectively:38 

 ▪ Undertake legal due diligence, strategy development, 
and the preparation of contracts and templates that 
supported the Taskforce to meet its objectives;

 ▪ Provide ongoing expert advice, particularly on complex 
and challenging matters, such as the acquisition of 
Strata scheme properties;

 ▪ Engage with the Taskforce and PWA in an open and 
transparent manner, enabling robust and ongoing 
management of emerging risks/issues; and

 ▪ Deliver a smooth, responsive and flexible acquisition 
process for homeowners.

38 DFSI, Post-implementation Review – Project Partner PWA High-Level Statements, 2019.
39 DFSI, Communications and Strategic Management Plan, 2017.

PWA’s early involvement ensured that demolition 
contractors were available at the outset and ready to 
commence demolition activities. Furthermore, PWA’s 
subject matter expertise enabled processes and 
methodologies to be adapted to complex demolition 
circumstances, as well as to homeowner needs and 
unforeseen delays. Despite the changing environment, 
PWA’s commitment ensured that all works have been 
delivered to the required standards without major incident, 
within budget and to schedule, demonstrating effective 
management of policy changes seen throughout the life of 
the Program.

2.4 MEETING COMMUNITY 
EXPECTATIONS

Throughout the VPDP, building trust with the community 
and reinforcing the Government’s commitment to safety, 
certainty and support for homeowners and tenants of 
properties affected by LFAI was a major focus. Meeting 
these community expectations was not only crucial to 
gaining Program buy-in from the community but also to 
mitigating the continuing health risks posed by the presence 
of LFAI.

COMMUNICATIONS AND PROGRESS 
UPDATES
There were five key strategies to ensure that the 
community received up-to-date communications on the 
progress of the VPDP. These included:
1. Ensuring relevant and accurate Program information 

was available via the LFAI website;
2. Delivering integrated and targeted advertising, 

engagement and media campaigns;
3. Ensuring that the wider community was aware of the 

LFAI Public Register;
4. Providing registered and affected homeowners with 

clear and accurate information that was relevant to 
their participation;

5. Ensuring that neighbours and the wider community, 
including the local council, had access to clear and 
accurate information about the acquisition, demolition 
and remediation stages.39 

Each LGA had specific engagement requirements based 
on geographic location, level of activity by the Council, 
current awareness within the community, type of targeted 
audiences, number of affected properties and number of 
sample tests undertaken. 
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All LGAs fell into one of the following categories:
1. Hotspot identified LGAs (for example, Queanbeyan, 

Greater Hume and Berrigan)
2. Identified LGAs with a small number of properties with 

positive test results
3. Identified LGAs with properties that had no positive test 

results
4. Identified LGAs within metropolitan Sydney
5. Non-identified LGAs with properties potentially affected 

by loose-fill asbestos.40 

Some additional homeowners were included in the VPDP 
following private testing and positive LFAI results. These 
categories fell outside the overarching communications 
strategy.

Different communication and engagement strategies were 
delivered depending on which category an LGA fell into. 
More intense and frequent communication activities were 
undertaken in ‘hotspot’ LGAs (those with a high numbers of 
affected properties). For example, in the town of Holbrook, 
where there was a relatively higher proportion of properties 
affected compared to the rest of the state, a range of 
strategies were implemented. This included individualised 
case management approaches for affected homeowners, 
recruitment of a local staff member, and open forums and 
information stands for the community to address their 
concerns to the Taskforce.41 

FINANCIAL SUPPORT
The VPDP offered eligible homeowners a range of financial 
assistance packages in addition to purchasing the affected 
property and funding the demolition and remediation of the 
land. Financial assistance included:

 ▪ Up to $14,000 in relocation costs for owner-occupiers;
 ▪ $1,000 in relocation costs for each tenant named on the 

residential lease;
 ▪ $5,000 for the replacement of soft furnishings (increase 

from $1,000 to $5,000 via Ministerial announcement on 
8 May 2017 in response to community feedback);

 ▪ $1,000 to obtain independent legal advice;
 ▪ $850 for counselling services;
 ▪ $10,000 towards investor assistance (to address loss 

of rental income where tenants had terminated their 
lease); and

 ▪ $15,000 for owners of land over two hectares (in 
response to feedback that there were additional 
expenses associated with rural properties).42 

40 DFSI, Engagement Plan, 2016.
41 Interview with Program Executive Director on 12 April 2019.
42 DFSI, Financial Management Plan, 2018.
43 DFSI, Funding boost for loose-fill asbestos homes in Holbrook, 9 May 2017. Retrieved from https://www.finance.nsw.gov.au/about-us/media-
releases/funding-boost-loose-fill-asbestos-homes-holbrook
44 DFSI, Demolitions Communications Strategy, 2017.

The increase in financial assistance for soft furnishing from 
$1,000 to $5,000 was an example of initial assistance not 
meeting homeowners needs and expectations and the 
Taskforce’s response to community concerns. Investor 
assistance was another category that had an increase in 
financial assistance after concerns were raised around 
additional expenses when rebuilding on a rural property.

Tailored financial support was also provided to some 
communities such as the Greater Hume Shire Council. 
LFAI primarily affected the Holbrook community with 38 
properties testing positive for LFAI (25% of the total number 
of properties testing positive state-wide), much higher than 
other communities across the state.43 An extra $190,000 
was committed by the Government to address the unique 
challenges faced by Holbrook residents. This review did not 
engage the views of affected homeowners and is unable 
to comment on the effectiveness of these supports to 
communities.

DEMOLITION SCOPE
Stakeholders from the Taskforce also reported that 
the biggest challenge during the demolition stage was 
managing public expectations while the properties were 
cleared from start to finish. The Taskforce proactively 
informed and educated the community about the demolition 
process of properties. The Taskforce used tactics that 
were tailored to suit the communications requirements 
of the demolition of each affected property or batch 
of properties.44 Local councils were fully informed to 
assist with community enquires and demolitions were 
scheduled to avoid safety hazards, for example transporting 
demolition waste outside of school peak times.

Operational program parameters included remediating 
the soil directly under the affected structure up to 100ml 
or until it had a clear sample test returned. As properties 
were acquired, PNSW indicated that it was more appealing 
to prospective buyers in the real estate market if the entire 
block was cleared and it was presented as a ‘blank canvas’. 
All Option 1 properties were therefore cleared leaving an 
empty parcel of land whereas Option 2 properties, where 
land was retained, only had the footprint of the house 
cleared.
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PWA (and their contractors) were reportedly well-
received by community and homeowners. The Taskforce’s 
customer-facing workstreams indicated positive feedback 
from homeowners, highlighting the strong messaging, 
responsiveness and effective expectation management 
provided as part of demolition activities. Only one formal 
complaint was received by the Environmental Protection 
Agency regarding dust blowing from a remediated block 
onto another property. This was immediately rectified 
through use of spray-grass to prevent further dust escaping 
the property. Following the complaint, PWA agreed to 
minimise the time between top soil being spread and spray 
grass being applied.45 

PRIORITISATION OF DEMOLITION ACTIVITY
In recognition of the costs and time associated with 
construction, the prioritisation of demolitions was given to 
those who chose to retain their land (Option 2 properties). 
There was a tendering process in place to establish the 
clustering of properties for demolition according to the 
following priority:
1. Properties that were in a state of disrepair;
2. Option 2 properties (and nearby Option 1 properties 

where it was practical to include);
3. Government purchased properties.

The Demolition Batching Committee established and made 
decisions about properties that were available to progress 
to demolition. When Option 2 properties were grouped for 
demolition, nearby Option 1 and government-purchased 
properties were included in the batch for efficiency 
purposes. While logistics and cost-effectiveness were the 
main drivers of prioritisation decisions, the Taskforce also 
took into consideration the personal factors of homeowners 
and delayed demolitions where they had livelihood 
implications.46 

2.5 INFORMING THE 
COMMUNITY

The communications team was recruited several months 
after the VPDP was announced. As a voluntary program, 
the engagement and communications strategy were 
the main levers used to raise community awareness of 
LFAI in NSW residential premises and drive homeowner 
participation in the VPDP. There were three key focus areas 
of the engagement and communications strategy, which 
included: engaging with the community; the advertising 
campaign; and targeted direct mail.

45 DFSI, Post-implementation Review – Project Partner PWA High-Level Statements, 2019.
46 Interview with Program Manager on 16 April 2019.
47 Interview with Program Director on 10 April 2019.
48 Note that 26 LGAs were initially identified and targeted for the Program. An additional two LGAs were included shortly after the Program 
commenced.
49 DFSI, Engagement and Communications Evaluation Report, 2017.
50 ibid.
51 ibid.

In order to develop a strong messaging strategy to drive 
registrations, the communications team tested potential 
messaging in focus groups and via speaking to the 
community. Through this process, it was found that the 
community’s main driver to register for the free-testing was 
centred on the financial impacts rather than health impacts. 
As a result, 'Don’t lose the value of your home to loose-fill 
asbestos’ became the messaging and call to action for 
homeowners.

The communications strategy was evident to be very 
effective, as mentioned previously, that the number of 
registrations exceeded the predicted 35,000 registrations 
by a significant amount. In the three hot spots alone, there 
was an 89% awareness by the community of the VPDP. 
All the planning that was anticipated over a 12- to 18-
week period had to be adjusted accordingly to meet the 
unanticipated demand.47 

ENGAGING WITH THE COMMUNITY 
The community engagement element was delivered 
between February and July 2016. A variety of engagement 
activities were delivered in each of the 2848 identified LGAs 
including:

 ▪ 22 community forums;
 ▪ 32 information days;
 ▪ 26 industry sessions;
 ▪ 3 council information sessions; and
 ▪ 4 Service NSW information sessions.49 

Information days had the highest attendance numbers 
(1,256 people) followed by community forums (1,019 
people), industry sessions (570 people), council information 
sessions (27 people) and Service NSW information sessions 
(15 people).50 

These activities were promoted through media releases, 
press ads, social media, poster distribution, radio/TV 
interviews/announcements, loose-fill asbestos eNews, 
direct email to licensees, and stakeholder promotion. In 
total, 2,891 people across 28 LGAs were directly engaged 
through these avenues.

Attendees of community forums were asked to complete a 
feedback form and of the 411 people who responded, 336 
(or around 82%) said the seminar was "very much" relevant 
to them, “clearly presented” and “easy to understand”, “met 
their expectations” and “gave them a clearer understanding 
of the VPDP”.51 
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ADVERTISING CAMPAIGN
‘Don't lose the value of your home to loose-fill asbestos’ 
was the key message throughout the VPDP’s advertising 
campaign. Online banners, online video, radio, outdoor 
ads such as billboards, retail display, community press, 
Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, and search engine marketing/
search engine optimisation were used as channels to inform 
the public about the VPDP. 

The advertising campaign aimed to reach 26,500 potentially 
eligible homeowners for the VPDP. The campaign achieved 
a cumulative radio audience of up to 1.3 million in Sydney 
and an estimated 400,000 in regional NSW. In total, there 
were 1,018,021 views of the Facebook video with 80% 
of viewers watching to completion, and the video was 
viewed 574,714 times when delivered online. Digital display 
banners were viewed more than 6.8 million times resulting 
in 8,082 clicks through to the webpage which is a rate of 
0.12, twice the ad industry standard benchmark.52 

Hard to reach community members, such as those 
without access to the Internet, were also included in the 
communications strategy. For example, engagement 
staff were placed in communities to work closely with 
local community organisations. There were staff based in 
Berrigan (in Finlay), in Wagga to cover Holbrook, in Bathurst 
for the Lithgow area and in the office in Queanbeyan. Face-
to-face engagement was reported to be the most effective 
way to build trust and rapport with these community 
members, and this involved approaches like door knocking, 
letterbox drops, partnering with Rotary groups and 
information sessions. This included 22 community forums 
and 32 information days state-wide. Outdoor advertising on 
highways and in shopping centres as well as radio ads were 
other means to reach these community members.

An evaluation of the advertising campaign was undertaken 
by an external research organisation and findings showed 
that awareness of the free tests in ‘at-risk areas’ increased 
after the campaign, from 54% to 63% amongst high-risk 
homeowners and from 5% to 31% amongst medium risk 
homeowners.53 

TARGETED DIRECT MAIL
Targeted direct mail reaching over 770,000 households 
across all LGAs was also used to drive registrations.54 
This included over 277,000 addressed letters which were 
delivered to 15 LGAs and over 493,000 unaddressed letters 
that were delivered to 11 LGAs. 

52 DFSI, Engagement and Communications Evaluation Report, 2017.
53 DFSI, Engagement and Communications Evaluation Report, 2017.
54 ibid.
55 DFSI, Workstream Closure Report: Registration Workstream, 2018
56 DFSI, Non-engaging/progressing homeowner’s strategy, 2017.

It was reported by Program Directors that direct mail 
was sent in the last three months of engagement and 
communications efforts, resulting in a significant spike in 
registrations from the larger Sydney LGAs in the last three 
to four weeks of the registration period. This had a large 
impact on the Taskforce and Service NSW call centres, 
stretching the phone network to its limit. Whilst the 
increase in registrations demonstrated the effectiveness 
of direct mail, the spike in uptake caused registrations to 
greatly exceed the expected amount that the campaign 
aimed to generate. As stated above, 104,992 registrations 
were received,55 compared to the target of 35,000.

2.6 SUPPORTING THE 
COMMUNITY

There was a small group of homeowners who had 
properties which tested positive for LFAI but were not 
progressing through the VPDP. Some were non-engaged 
homeowners who have decided to stop communicating 
with or stop accepting calls from their case manager. Some 
were non-progressing homeowners who remained in touch 
with their case manager but were not progressing based 
on the identified program schedule.56 There were various 
barriers that caused homeowners not to progress through 
the VPDP including financial difficulties (inability to obtain 
loan for a new home due to retirement/on a pension) and 
dissatisfaction with valuations.

Although the review did not find any evidence around 
community concerns with regards to health and safety, 
program stakeholders reported that homeowners affected 
by LFAI had concerns about their health when their homes 
were tested positive for LFAI.

These community concerns were addressed accordingly 
throughout the VPDP through effective communication 
from the case management team as well as the 
engagement and communications team.

CASE MANAGEMENT 
The Case Management workstream was responsible for 
transitioning homeowners through key program phases 
from Inspection to Acquisition and Demolition. The 
workstream assessed need and planned, implemented, 
coordinated and monitored the services and communication 
tools required to progress a homeowner through the VPDP 
efficiently and effectively. 
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On average, each case manager had a dozen active cases 
under their management at any one point and at the VPDP’s 
peak 15 case managers were employed in the Taskforce.57  
As of 9 April 2019, the Case Management workstream 
successfully progressed 96% (145 of 151 cases) of affected 
homeowners through the VPDP. As an example of the 
workstream’s effectiveness, two of the 145 homeowners 
who had previously withdrawn from the VPDP later re-
joined as a result of the workstream’s engagement efforts. 
These two homeowners have now successfully progressed 
through the VPDP. 

The role of case managers was effective in supporting 
homeowners through the VPDP. For many homeowners, 
the health risks of LFAI exposure and the demolition of their 
family home was a traumatic period in their lives. Case 
managers were appointed as a single point of contact for 
each affected homeowner. Their role involved making phone 
calls, visiting homeowners, answering both operational 
and policy questions and providing tailored support. The 
case managers were referred to as one of the key success 
factors by the Taskforce and received strong praise at the 
end of homeowners’ transition through the VPDP.58 

Furthermore, approximately one third of the participating 
homeowners faced barriers to their progression through 
the VPDP. Barriers included contested property valuations, 
registered homeowners who did not respond to follow-up 
for testing and homeowners who had emotional challenges 
progressing with the acquisition or demolition of their 
property. Tailored action plans, innovative solutions and 
strategic approaches were implemented to overcome 
these barriers. These were also key success factors for 
the workstream as well as the VPDP. Furthermore, the 
ability to tap into the expertise of the dispute resolution 
staff of the Fair Trading Group was highly beneficial. These 
staff were very capable communicators who were able 
to respond fairly and promptly with empathy, to assist 
homeowners through the process. Community members 
highly commended staff expertise in complaints handling 
and dispute resolutions.

Overall, the VPDP met most of the community’s 
expectations, however there were a few reported cases 
where homeowners were left frustrated. These cases were 
mainly around the valuation of a homeowner’s property 
and the level of financial support that was provided.59 
Despite all efforts from the Taskforce, as of April 2019, 
four homeowners remain unable to participate in the VPDP; 
while primary operations closed in December 2018, these 
homeowners were provided further time to consider their 
circumstances and options. At the time of writing, these 
cases are unresolved.60 

57 Interview with Program Executive Director on 10 April 2019.
58 Interview with Program Director on 10 April 2019.
59 Interview with Program Executive Director and Program Director on 3 April 2019.
60 DFSI, Workstream Closure Report: Case Management Workstream, 2018.
61 Interview with Program Executive Director on 3 April 2019.
62 Interview with Program Executive Director on 3 April 2019.

SAFETY MANAGEMENT
To support homeowners who received a positive test for 
LFAI, case managers used LAA air and dust test reports to 
inform homeowners of the current status of their homes. 
This addressed concerns around health and whether 
homes were safe to live in. Furthermore, homeowners were 
assisted with discussions with the Department of Health to 
address further concerns.61 

HOMEOWNER WELLBEING
The scope of demolition and remediation was influenced 
by the practical concerns of homeowners. For home and 
landowners of properties over two hectares, only  
Option 2 was available. While it was reported that this was 
not a major issue for landowners with larger properties 
(whose livelihood often intertwined with their property), 
tailored assistance was provided to these homeowners 
to ensure their circumstances and wellbeing were fully 
supported. For example, in some cases, demolition 
and remediation timeframes were extended to provide 
homeowners with sufficient time and opportunity to build a 
new home on an unaffected part of the land.

PROGRESS UPDATES
Communications and progress updates were key to 
informing the community about the status of the VPDP 
at any given point. This ensured that the community was 
aware of any works in progress, for example demolition of 
properties, and that the community was assured that safety 
protocols were in place. For example, safety management 
initiatives included notifications to neighbours residing near 
houses to be demolished, information dissemination to local 
councils to equip them to respond to community enquiries 
and collaboration with local councils to identify optimum 
transport routes and timing for vehicles carrying demolition 
waste.62 

2.7 OVERCOMING 
CHALLENGES 

Interviews with Program Leaders highlighted that there 
were a number of unforeseen consequences throughout 
the VPDP. This included the impact of including additional 
LGAs, changes in legislation and changes to  internal 
operational policies.
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Much of the VPDP was developed iteratively as the 
Taskforce responded to the emerging community needs 
and a changing policy environment. On reflection, key 
stakeholders reported a range of both positive and negative 
unforeseen consequences that arose and were responded 
to over the course of the VPDP. 

IMPACT OF ADDITIONAL LGAs 
During the initial stages of the VPDP, 26 LGAs were 
identified and targeted for free-testing. While the Taskforce 
had anticipated and prepared for the increased interest 
from LGAs adjacent to the targeted LGAs (particularly 
in southern NSW), the level of engagement and interest 
resulted in far more registrations than initially expected. 
The inclusion of an additional 43 LGAs across the life of the 
Program, coupled with the wide-reaching communications 
campaign, resulted in more than 100,000 total registrations 
(compared to the forecasted 35,000) by the Program’s 
end. While this was taken in the Taskforce’s stride, the 
volume and frequency of registrations received during the 
first 12-18 months of the Program placed a strain on the 
Taskforce’s attention, resources, and infrastructure (IT, 
phone network).

LEGISLATIVE CHANGES
In another example reported by program stakeholders, 
the VPDP was established in NSW following the success 
of the LFAI program in ACT to eliminate LFAI made from 
raw amosite or crocidolite. It was believed that chrysotile, 
another form of asbestos, would not be present in a 
‘loose-fill’ form and was not within the scope of the VPDP. 
However, when it was reported that chrysotile was present 
in numerous homes that had been tested for LFAI, the 
substance became of interest and concern to the Taskforce. 
Subsequent changes were made to the Home Building 
Act (NSW) 1989 to define loose-fill asbestos as all type 
of loose-fill asbestos rather than specifically amosite and 
crocidolite.63 Homeowner management and messaging 
under the VPDP was then adapted to include properties 
that contain chrysotile asbestos in the form of loose-
fill insulation. Properties which had loose-fill chrysotile 
asbestos that initially were not eligible for free-testing were 
made eligible to participate in the VPDP.

ADAPTING OPERATIONAL POLICIES
Throughout the VPDP, a range of policy and operational 
changes were developed ‘on the run’. Given the iterative 
nature of the Taskforce’s establishment, a diverse range of 
policy and/or operational decisions were made through the 
VPDP. These were generally made to adapt to unforeseen 
circumstances, improve delivery, meet the needs of 
homeowners, or address an unprecedented risk or issue. 

63 DFSI, Chrysotile Loose-Fill Asbestos Homeowner Fact Sheet, 2017.
64 Interview with Program Executive Director on 12 April 2019.
65 ibid.
66 Interview with Program Executive Director on 12 April 2019.

For example, policies were developed to respond to the:
 ▪ Timing of eligibility of financial assistance;
 ▪ Timing and procedure of verification of consent and 

ownership (at registration);
 ▪ Removal of fixture and fittings prior to sale;
 ▪ Land size threshold for Option 1 properties;
 ▪ Timing of payments for Option 2;
 ▪ Scope of demolition works on Option 2 properties;
 ▪ Testing in inaccessible areas of properties;
 ▪ Testing for LFAI in properties with access issues; and
 ▪ Fencing options for remediated properties.64 

SALE OF PROPERTIES
Difficulties arose in the sale of property clusters during the 
divestment phase. Once remediated and ready for return 
to the community, properties were sold at auction. Mindful 
of the scale of properties to sell and the risks associated 
with market saturation in small communities, PNSW 
adopted a strategy to gradually introduce properties onto 
the market. As a result, it was anticipated that divestment 
of remediated properties will continue beyond the life of the 
VPDP and this process is ongoing at the time of writing.

UNANTICIPATED DELAYS
The Taskforce also did not anticipate delays in the VPDP 
due to overdue inspection reports and ‘handbacks’ (i.e. 
the return of an allocated and uncompleted case) from 
LAAs. As a result, large numbers of overdue reports were 
reallocated to other LAAs, causing further delays and 
issues in forecasting. This may have been a consequence of 
not having more effective contractual incentives in place for 
LAAs to provide reports on time.65 

SCOPE OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
For regional properties, the concept of Option 2 did not 
factor in items unique to most regional properties, such as 
driveways, power poles and water tanks. This issue was 
not anticipated at the beginning of the VPDP and financial 
assistance had to be extended to capture all improvements 
in the affected property. The Taskforce had to renegotiate 
with the API to incorporate these additional costs into the 
valuation.66  
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2.8 IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS
All 13 recommendations were implemented during the VPDP as detailed in the below Table.

Table 3 NSW Taskforce Report: Loose-fill Asbestos Insulation in NSW Homes

# RECOMMENDATION RESPONSE AND IMPLEMENTATION

1 Did the NSW government implement a combined 
voluntary purchase/demolition program for 
identified premises confirmed to be affected by 
LFAI?

On 29 June 2015, the NSW Government announced the combined 
VPDP to address the issue of LFAI in NSW residential homes. The 
VPDP offered eligible homeowners a choice of two options:
Option 1 – the NSW Government purchased the house and land 
at the market value that would have been realised if no LFAI 
was present. The NSW Government demolished the house and 
remediated the land, and the original owner had the option to 
re-purchase the land from the Government at market value or the 
property was sold on the property market.
Option 2 – the NSW Government purchased the house only 
at 100 per cent of its market value. This option was more 
suitable for LFAI affected premises in rural settings (e.g. with 
farming equipment and animals). It involved the purchase of 
the house only by the Government with the property owner 
retaining ownership of the land. The NSW Government was then 
responsible for demolition and remediation, and the owner was 
able to rebuild on the same block of land.
The VPDP went through an iterative design process from start to 
finish, as each phase brought up unforeseen challenges. Activities 
in each phase were tailored as needed, to ensure the VPDP met 
the needs of the community. For example, additional limited 
testing was offered to a further 43 LGAs in addition to the initial 
26 LGAs in scope, and extra financial assistance and support was 
provided.
As of 9 April 2019:

 ▪ 104,992 registrations were recorded across 69 LGAs;
 ▪ 71,213 roof inspections and tests were completed;
 ▪ 106 properties have been acquired under Option 1 and 39 

properties under Option 2; 
 ▪ 98 structural demolitions were completed; 
 ▪ 92 properties have been removed from the Public Register;
 ▪ 39 properties have been returned to Option 2 homeowners;
 ▪ 23 properties have been divested (settled);
 ▪ 23 properties have been exchanged;
 ▪ 32 properties have been offered for sale; and
 ▪ 52 properties have been given to PNSW to divest.
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# RECOMMENDATION RESPONSE AND IMPLEMENTATION

2 Did the NSW Government establish an 
implementation Taskforce to oversee and 
implement a voluntary purchase and demolition 
program within NSW Fair Trading?

Under the VPDP, the Implementation Taskforce was established 
on 29 June 2015 to provide assistance and support to NSW 
residents whose homes were affected by LFAI. The Taskforce 
managed:

 ▪ the communications campaign to raise awareness;
 ▪ the hazardous material survey of residential properties 

through sample testing in identified LGAs; and
 ▪ where properties were found to contain LFAI, the financial 

assistance package to purchase and demolish homes, with 
remediated sites returned to the community.

There were six operational workstreams within the VPDP:
 ▪ Registration to capture owner and property details of 

registrants, verify ownership and eligibility, obtain consent, 
and respond to general enquiries accurately and efficiently;

 ▪ Inspections to inspect eligible residential properties for the 
presence of LFAI;

 ▪ Acquisition to oversee the voluntary acquisition process;
 ▪ Demolition to demolish and remediate LFAI affected 

properties within the VPDP;
 ▪ Divestment to aid in the facilitation and implementation of the 

divestment phase; and
 ▪ Case Management, which ran in parallel with other 

workstreams, was responsible for transitioning homeowners 
through key program phases from Inspections to Acquisition, 
Demolition and Divestment.

Communications with the community were also an ongoing 
workstream throughout the entire program.
As of March 2019, $141.4 million was spent in total. The total 
cost for the communications, acquisitions, demolitions, waste 
management and inspections of residential properties were as 
follows: 

 ▪ $1,117,108 spent on communications;
 ▪ $28,802,196 spent on inspections of residential properties;
 ▪ $38,399,498 spent on Option 1 acquisitions and $8,811,250 

on Option 2;
 ▪ $20,005,853 spent on demolitions; and
 ▪ $7,893,384 spent on waste management.

The total amount unspent is $131.6 million (excluding GST).
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# RECOMMENDATION RESPONSE AND IMPLEMENTATION

3 Were home owners who participated in the 
VPDP extended:

 ▪ Stamp duty concessions on the purchase on 
any future property in NSW

 ▪ $1,000 for the provision of legal advice
 ▪ Relocation assistance allowance (max 

$10,000 per household plus an additional 
$2,000 per dependent child for owner/
occupiers or $1,000 per tenant(s) named on 
the lease of an affected property

 ▪ $850 for counselling services and mental 
health support?

In addition to purchasing the affected premises and funding 
the demolition and remediation of the land, a range of financial 
assistance was also available for affected homeowners of Option 
1 and/or Option 2: 

 ▪ Up to $14,000 in relocation costs for owner-occupiers;
 ▪ $1,000 in relocation costs for tenants;
 ▪ $5,000 for the replacement of soft furnishings (increased 

from $1,000 on 8 May 2017);
 ▪ $1,000 to obtain independent legal advice;
 ▪ $850 for counselling services;
 ▪ $10,000 investor assistance i.e. investors who hold a 

mortgage and have been unable to tenant the affected 
property;

 ▪ $15,000 for owners of rural properties that are larger than 
two hectares in size i.e. who are only able to elect Option 
2, for additional costs associated with rebuilding on a rural 
property.

 ▪ Stamp duty concession up to the value of the duty that would 
have been paid upon the acquisition of the affected property

In response to community concerns, financial assistance for 
soft furnishing was increased from $1,000 to $5,000. Financial 
assistance was also tailored according to additional needs of the 
community, for example Holbrook community who were heavily 
affected by LFAI.
There was no evidence that financial assistance in other 
categories (independent legal advice and counselling services) did 
not meet the needs of affected home owners.

4 Did the NSW Government extend the free-
testing program in the 26 LGAs for an additional 
12 months?

The extension of the period for the Registrations workstream 
to take enquiries for the free-testing program commenced with 
the establishment of the VPDP, initially ending on 1 August 2016 
and was extended again to October 2016. The extension of the 
registration period was partially due to nearby Councils of the 
initial targeted LGAs, in particular southern NSW, advocating for 
the inclusion of their area into the scope of the VPDP. 
As a result, an additional 35 LGAs were also included in the VPDP. 
A further 8 LGAs were also added across the life of the Program. 
In total, 104,992 registrations were recorded across 69 council 
regions, exceeding the initially predicted 35,000 registrations.

5 Did the NSW Government enact legislation to 
establish a publicly available LFAI Register 
administered by NSW Fair Trading? Does it 
record:

 ▪ the NSW premises where the presence of 
LFAI has been confirmed? 

 ▪ the premises that have undergone testing 
and confirmed to be unaffected by LFAI?

 ▪ NSW property and/or premises, previously 
identified as affected by LFAI, which have 
been remediated and confirmed by way of a 
‘clearance certificate’?

An amendment of the Home Building Act 1989 was made on 30 
May 2016 to allow for a public register of properties affected by 
LFAI. The Register has been publicly available from the NSW Fair 
Trading website since.
The Home Building Act in its current form did not provide for:

 ▪ unaffected properties to be placed on the Public Register; and
 ▪ remediated properties to be placed on the Public Register, 

as the structure has been removed and the land is not 
contaminated.

The Public Register with all premises verified to contain LFAI 
through the VPDP, is being maintained and available for inspection 
on the Fair Trading website. The Register includes the address of 
the property and the LGA. 
A search can also be executed on the NSW Planning Portal using 
either address or Lot/DP number that will identify any loose-fill 
affected properties listed on the register. A property is removed 
from the register when the land on which the premises were 
erected has been remediated.
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# RECOMMENDATION RESPONSE AND IMPLEMENTATION

6 Was a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) 
developed to provide the details of LFAI affected 
premises (as recorded on the LFAI Register) to 
emergency services providers?

Notifications have been provided to Emergency Services since 
October 2015, and relevant Councils since March 2016, of all 
affected properties on an ongoing basis. 

 ▪ MoUs with Emergency Services agencies were executed as 
follow:

 ▪ MoU with NSW Police Force executed on 27 Jun 2017
 ▪ MoU with State Emergency Service executed on 9 Oct 2017
 ▪ MoU with Rural Fire Service executed on 31 Oct 2017
 ▪ MoU with NSW Ambulance executed on 15 Dec 2017
 ▪ MoU with Fire and Rescue NSW executed on 26 June 2018

The purpose of the MoUs are to formalise and establish 
processes and protocols for access to information regarding 
Affected Residential Premises recorded on the Register to be 
made available to emergency service agencies. NSW Fair Trading 
is responsible for ensuring that real-time access to the Register 
and up-to-date information are available. The LFAI Register 
is intended to be a ‘single source of truth’ on LFAI affected 
properties.

7 Did the NSW Government enact legislation 
to establish mandatory hazard labelling (or 
‘tagging’) of confirmed LFAI affected premises 
to ensure the health and safety of tradespeople, 
maintenance workers, service providers and 
emergency service workers? 
Does NSW Fair Trading have administrative 
responsibility for implementing hazard 
labelling?

There was an amendment to the Home Building Act 1989, that a 
property affected by LFAI must display a warning sign at its main 
switchboard. The Taskforce has established a process for hazard 
labelling. A compliance program was also implemented to ensure 
the correct actions were undertaken as per the Home Building Act 
1989. The tagging of affected properties would still be required if 
an affected owner chose not to participate in the VPDP.
Information on the mandatory tagging is available on the NSW 
Fair Trading website.
Amendments to the Home Building Act 1989 (commenced on 30 
May 2016) was made by the Better Regulation Division Policy (Fair 
Trading) in consultation with the Taskforce.

8 Did the NSW government make legislative 
amendments to the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Regulation 2000 to insert LFAI as a 
matter to be listed on a section 149(2) planning 
certificate?
Did the Department of Planning and 
Environment have responsibility for 
implementing this legislative change?

The Environmental Planning and Assessment Amendment 
(Loose-fill Asbestos Insulation) Regulation 2016 commenced on 
20 June 2016. These changes require homeowners of LFAI-
affected properties to disclose this on a section 10.7(2) certificate 
(formerly section 149(2) planning certificate).
Councils may also choose to include information regarding 
LFAI-affected properties when issuing a certificate. Alternatively, 
Councils may also choose to include a generic statement on the 
possibility that a property may contain LFAI in pre-1980s homes 
on all section 10.7(5) planning certificates that it issues.
The legislative change was updated by the State of New South 
Wales through the Department of Planning and Environment as 
evident in the Planning circular document issued on 12 November 
2018.
Amendments to the Environmental Planning and Assessment 
Regulation was made by the Department of Planning in 
consultation with the Taskforce.
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# RECOMMENDATION RESPONSE AND IMPLEMENTATION

9 Did the Department of Planning and 
Environment and the Office of Local 
Government work with local government 
to develop generic wording to indicate the 
possibility of LFAI in pre-1980 homes in 
identified LGAs, for inclusion in a section 149(5) 
planning certificate?

The Department of Planning and Environment in collaboration 
with the Taskforce developed generic wording, on the possibility 
of LFAI in pre-1980s homes in identified LGAs, for inclusion in 
section 10.7(5) certificates (formerly 149(5) planning certificates). 
As evidenced by an update issued on 12 November 2018, it was 
suggested that councils include a notation on the section 10.7(2) 
planning certificates issued for properties listed on the register in 
the following form:
‘A residential dwelling erected on this land has been identified in 
the Loose-Fill Asbestos Insulation Register as containing loose-fill 
asbestos ceiling insulation. Contact NSW Fair Trading for more 
information.’

10 Did the NSW Government make legislative 
amendments to the Conveyancing Act 1919 
and the Conveyancing (Sale of Land) Regulation 
2010 to:

 ▪ introduce a standard LFAI warning notice, 
as a Prescribed Document in a Contract 
for Sale, to alert purchasers of the risks 
associated with LFAI in pre-1980s premises 
in areas known to have LFAI affected 
premises, and

 ▪ require a vendor to warrant, at the time of 
sale of the property, that no premises on the 
land contain LFAI, unless it is specifically 
disclosed in the contract?

Did Land and Property Information (now NSW 
Land Registry Services) have responsibility 
for implementing these legislative changes, in 
consultation with the Implementation Taskforce 
and relevant stakeholders?

The NSW Government introduced an amendment to the 
Conveyancing (Sale of Land) Regulation 2017 to warn purchasers 
about LFAI. Under the amendment, Contracts of Sale must 
include a standard warning about LFAI. The warning strongly 
advises purchasers to: 

 ▪ consider the possibility of the property containing LFAI;
 ▪ search the LFAI Register for the residential premises; 
 ▪ contact the relevant council regarding whether it holds any 

records showing that the residential premises contain LFAI; 
and

 ▪ ensure that all contracts of sale will include a warning 
statement relating to LFAI from 1 September 2017.

There was no evidence that a vendor is required to warrant, at the 
time of sale of the property, that no premises on the land contain 
LFAI, unless it is specifically disclosed in the contract. However, 
there is a warning in the regulation about land containing LFAI:
Before purchasing land that includes any residential premises 
(within the meaning of Division 1A of Part 8 of the Home Building 
Act 1989) built before 1985, a purchaser is strongly advised to 
consider the possibility that the premises may contain loose-fill 
asbestos insulation (within the meaning of Division 1A of Part 8 of 
the Home Building Act 1989). In particular, a purchaser should:

 ▪ search the Register required to be maintained under Division 
1A of Part 8 of the Home Building Act 1989, and

 ▪ ask the relevant local council whether it holds any records 
showing that the residential premises contain loose-fill 
asbestos insulation.

For further information about loose-fill asbestos insulation 
(including areas in which residential premises have been identified 
as containing loose-fill asbestos insulation), contact NSW Fair 
Trading.
Amendments to the Conveyancing (Sale of Land) Regulation 2017 
was made by the Office of the Registrar General – NSW Land 
Registry Services in consultation with the Taskforce.
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# RECOMMENDATION RESPONSE AND IMPLEMENTATION

11 Did the NSW Government make amendments 
to the following instruments to protect current/
future tenants living in premises affected by 
LFAI:

 ▪ Amend the ‘new tenant checklist’ under 
the Residential Tenancies Act 2010 to 
specifically include LFAI

 ▪ Amend clause 7 of the Residential Tenancies 
Regulation 2010 to add an additional 
subclause, which specifically notes LFAI as 
a material fact

 ▪ Amend the standard residential tenancy 
agreement (Residential Tenancies 
Regulation 2010) to require disclosure 
during a tenancy if LFAI is discovered?

Did NSW Fair Trading have responsibility for 
implementing these legislative changes?

The recommended amendments have been made to ensure 
current/future tenants are notified of premises that are listed on 
the LFAI Register. The amendments include:

 ▪ amendment of the new tenant checklist to specifically include 
a property being listed on the LFAI Register;

 ▪ amendment of clause 7 of the Residential Tenancies 
Regulation 2010 to add a property being listed on the LFAI 
Register as a material fact that must be disclosed to potential 
tenants; and

 ▪ the standard Residential Tenancy Agreement (Residential 
Tenancies Regulation 2010) requiring disclosure during a 
tenancy if the property is listed on the Register.

Information on the residential tenancies is available on the NSW 
Fair Trading website.
Amendments to the Residential Tenancies Regulation 2010 
(commenced on 30 October 2016) was made by the Better 
Regulation Division Policy (Fair Trading) in consultation with the 
Taskforce. Amendments to the checklist were also facilitated by 
Better Regulation Division Policy (Fair Trading).

12 Did the NSW government amend the 
Misrepresentation Guidelines to note LFAI as a 
material fact for the purposes of section 52 of 
the Property, Stock and Business Agents Act 
2002 to ensure disclosure of LFAI in affected 
properties by real estate agents?

The NSW Government has made amendments to the 
Misrepresentation Guidelines to note LFAI as a material fact 
under Section 52 of the Property, Stock and Business Agents Act 
2002 to ensure disclosure of LFAI in affected properties.
From 30 May 2016, it is a material fact if a property is listed on 
the public register. This means that, if a premise is listed on the 
LFAI register, this information must be disclosed by the property 
manager or private landlord to new tenants.
Amendments to the Misrepresentation Guidelines were made by 
the Better Regulation Division Policy (Fair Trading) in consultation 
with the Taskforce.

13 Were additional matters raised as part 
of investigation inquiries (training issues, 
community education and waste disposal), 
which exceeded the scope of the Taskforce 
referred to the HACA for consideration?

During the life of the VPDP, ongoing engagement with HACA has 
occurred via monthly HACA meetings. The Taskforce continues 
to provide feedback and input into HACA activities and planning, 
including providing regular updates on the progress of the VPDP. 
Any final considerations, outside the scope of the Taskforce and 
the VPDP, will be handed to HACA as part of closure activities.



3.0
SUMMARY AND 
OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR IMPROVEMENT



This section highlights the key strengths of the VPDP that 
led to its overall success and opportunities for improvement 
for future implementation.

STRONG TASKFORCE AND PROJECT 
PARTNER CAPABILITY SUPPORTED VPDP 
SUCCESS
The Taskforce team consisted of approximately 5-10 
people when it was first established. Processes required to 
support the VPDP were in development and the Taskforce 
was already managing expectations from an estimated 60 
affected homeowners who had received assistance from 
the previous ‘Make Safe’ Assistance Package program, 
as well as over 3,000 existing registrations. Adaptive 
management, a high level of commitment and the flexibility 
of employees to pivot within workstreams enabled the 
Taskforce to respond to the changes effectively as the 
VPDP progressed. Combined with appropriate subject 
matter experts in each workstream, the team composition 
had the appropriate skills to address challenges as they 
arose.

It was also evident that the VPDP Executive Director had a 
strong working knowledge of government to implement and 
position the VPDP as a social justice program. As a result, 
there was strong buy-in from stakeholders. The VPDP 
also had the ability to leverage resources from NSW Fair 
Trading, for example branding communications under Fair 
Trading and drawing skilled officers in dispute resolution 
to assist with enquiries and complaints. These factors 
strongly contributed to the overall success of this program.

The Case Management workstream was highly commended 
for their empathetic and solutions-oriented approach. It was 
not a ‘set and forget’ program design but rather a tailored 
program designed to provide bespoke support to individual 
homeowners. The case management team also responded 
effectively to community feedback by ensuring that the 
Taskforce was informed about emerging issues and able to 
make approved changes throughout the VPDP. Examples 
include increasing financial assistance amounts for soft 
furnishing and rural properties.

PNSW’s collaboration with the Taskforce’s Acquisition 
and Divestment Workstream contributed to the success of 
the program. This close collaboration ensured properties 
were maintained to high standard and that minor property 
incidents were reported and addressed as a priority. PNSW 
clearly defined their roles, responsibilities and handover 
points with the Taskforce, enabling efficient management of 
acquisition and divestment activities.

PWA was also critical to the success of the VPDP, in 
particular the Demolition Workstream. This was evident 
early on, with PWA conducting an early tender process 
and involving technical staff from the ACT LFAI program. 
Pre-selection, and the high quality, of contractors engaged 
for demolition works added to the high-quality customer 
service throughout the VPDP.

FLEXIBLE PROGRAM DESIGN AND AN 
EMPHASIS ON SAFETY WERE KEY 
STRENGTHS 
The VPDP was designed to be adaptive and flexible. 
The iterative process throughout the VPDP enabled the 
Taskforce to adjust approaches accordingly and put the 
needs of affected homeowners in the forefront. This was 
prevalent in the initial stages of the VPDP where the 
communications team held focus groups to understand 
community needs and concerns. They subsequently 
tailored the VPDP’s communications strategy to address 
the biggest community concern which was the financial 
impact of losing their homes.

The WHS management of the VPDP was also a major focus 
of the Taskforce, minimising serious incidents and ensuring 
good outcomes for the employees, contractors and 
community. The WHS Lead was very hands-on in ensuring 
that WHS protocols were implemented and adhered to by 
all stakeholders. Inductions and trainings were conducted 
frequently and all incidents, minor and/or major, were 
recorded in registers and resolved. Where needed, warnings 
and disciplinary actions were also taken.

MAILOUT TIMINGS CAN DRIVE DEMAND AND 
STEPS SHOULD BE TAKEN TO ANTICIPATE 
INFLUXES 
One of the key lessons that the Taskforce has learned 
was that mailouts should be timed in a staggered manner 
rather than in bulk at the end of the registrations phase. 
The late mailouts resulted in a spike in registrations, an 
unprecedented impact on the Taskforce and Service NSW 
call centre and telephone network, and an exponential 
uptake that was not anticipated leading up to the deadline. 
Future programs should consider and plan for late 
surges in program registration that could affect program 
delivery. Ongoing community consultation could also 
assist in informing iterative program design and mitigating 
unexpected late registration influxes.

A WIDER SCOPE FOR THE COMMUNICATIONS 
STRATEGY COULD SERVE LONGER-TERM 
COMMUNITY INTERESTS
While the communications strategy was highly successful 
in raising awareness about LFAI testing to homeowners and 
of the existence of the VPDP, there is a potential opportunity 
to use this momentum to raise awareness about LFAI as an 
ongoing community health risk through community safety 
messages. For example, tradespeople could play a key role 
in informing homeowners during their call-outs and in the 
course of their duties.
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COMMUNITY FEEDBACK POST-PROGRAM 
COULD INFORM LEARNINGS 
Engagement with community post-program could be useful 
to obtain feedback on the adequacy of supports provided 
throughout the VPDP and if further support is needed. 
Follow-up with affected homeowners would allow the 
Taskforce to understand their experiences in more detail 
and provide any additional assistance. This feedback could 
inform future program delivery.

TASKFORCE LEARNINGS ARE OF VALUE TO 
THE DEPARTMENT
Adaptive management and utilisation of subject matter 
expertise in the Taskforce prior to project commencement 
(for example LAAs, media and asbestos expertise) were 
advantageous to the VPDP.  This management style 
enabled early decision making on operational and policy 
decisions, reducing the need for revision of processes and 
procedures. There is an opportunity for the Taskforces to 
share their learnings about adaptive management across 
DFSI including using in-house experts for future programs.



DISCLAIMER

This report is dated 17 May 2019 and incorporates 
information and events up to that date only and excludes 
any information arising, or event occurring, after that date 
which may affect the validity of Urbis Pty Ltd’s (Urbis) 
opinion in this report. Urbis prepared this report on the 
instructions, and for the benefit only, of Department of 
Finance Services and Innovation (Instructing Party) for the 
purpose of VPDP Program Review (Purpose) and not for any 
other purpose or use. To the extent permitted by applicable 
law, Urbis expressly disclaims all liability, whether direct or 
indirect, to the Instructing Party which relies or purports to 
rely on this report for any purpose other than the Purpose, 
and to any other person which relies or purports to rely 
on this report for any purpose whatsoever (including the 
Purpose).

In preparing this report, Urbis was required to make 
judgements which may be affected by unforeseen future 
events, the likelihood and effects of which are not capable 
of precise assessment.

All surveys, forecasts, projections and recommendations 
contained in or associated with this report are made in 
good faith and on the basis of information supplied to Urbis 
at the date of this report, and upon which Urbis relied. 
Achievement of the projections and budgets set out in this 
report will depend, among other things, on the actions of 
others over which Urbis has no control.

In preparing this report, Urbis may rely on or refer to 
documents in a language other than English, which Urbis 
may arrange to be translated. Urbis is not responsible for 
the accuracy or completeness of such translations and 
disclaims any liability for any statement or opinion made in 
this report being inaccurate or incomplete arising from such 
translations.

Whilst Urbis has made all reasonable inquiries it believes 
necessary in preparing this report, it is not responsible for 
determining the completeness or accuracy of information 
provided to it. Urbis (including its officers and personnel) 
is not liable for any errors or omissions, including in 
information provided by the Instructing Party or another 
person or upon which Urbis relies, provided that such errors 
or omissions are not made by Urbis recklessly or in bad 
faith.

This report has been prepared with due care and diligence 
by Urbis and the statements and opinions given by Urbis 
in this report are given in good faith and in the reasonable 
belief that they are correct and not misleading, subject to 
the limitations above
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APPENDIX B  
DISCUSSION GUIDE
POST IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW – VOLUNTARY PURCHASE AND DEMOLITION PROGRAM

Introduction

Thank you for taking the time to speak with us today. My name is Poppy Wise. 

Urbis has been engaged by the NSW Department of Finance, Services and Innovation to undertake a post-implementation 
review of the Voluntary Purchase and Demolition Program in NSW.

Urbis is an independent research company that specialises in undertaking research for government and the not-for-profit 
sector. 

The purpose of these interviews is to contribute to our understanding of the VPDP and to provide information that will 
assist us to assess the overall performance of the Implementation Taskforce and the extent to which it implemented the 
recommendations set out in the Taskforce report.

Information about the interview

This interview should take between one hour and one hour and a half. If there are any questions you’re not able to answer or 
would prefer to skip, please let me know.  The information is confidential and will be reported at an anonymous level.  Where 
information may be identifying we will check with you before inclusion in our reporting. 

Do you have any questions about the interview or the Post-Implementation Review before we get started? 

And is it okay with you if I record for transcribing purposes? 

<Confirm names of stakeholders and consent to record ON TAPE> 

Questions

Policy environment 2015 to current
1. What were some of the policy changes that took place during the VPDP that influenced the roll out of the VPDP? When did 

these occur and how did the team respond?
2. How effectively did the Taskforce respond to a changing policy environment? [prompt areas with low rental stock, 

inclusion of additional LGAs, dynamic design process, rural versus urban solutions]

Reach/communication
3. As a voluntary program, the communications strategy was the main driver of registrations and in-turn roof inspections. 

Could you tell us about the development and implementation of the communications strategy and your views on how 
successful it was in achieving its aims?

4. How did you ensure hard to reach community members were informed about the VPDP? [Prompt elderly, non-internet 
user etc]

Prioritisation of safety and wellbeing
5. What priority was given to WHS and risk management and to what extent was this successful for employees, contractors 

and the community? [Probe 1-2 examples]
6. Could you please describe the role of case managers and how they supported the wellbeing of home owners with LFAI? 

What were the key enablers and barriers to this process?  What evidence do you have of their effectiveness?
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Community expectations/community concerns and wellbeing
7. What were some of the community concerns raised and how were these addressed? Has this varied by LGA and if so, 

what factors influenced this?
8. Can you describe the specific supports provided to the home owners with LFAI? How effective were they? [Prompt to 

what extent did the case managers and support package meet the needs of home owners i.e. financial]
9. Was there any ongoing support for home owners with LFAI after the VPDP?  [Probe for total buyout, dwelling buyout and 

objectors]

Unforeseen consequences
10. 1What were some of the unforeseen consequences of the VPDP? How were these managed? [Probe positive and negative]

HACA escalation
11. Could you please provide an overview of the matters escalated to the Heads of Asbestos Coordination Authorities 

(HACA)? How did this process work? What was the HACA response?

Legislative changes
12. There were several recommendations that involved amendments to legislation and regulations, could you please describe 

how these came about? What were some of the enablers and barriers? [probe timeline, challenges]

Lessons learnt
13. What has been the greatest lesson learnt from your involvement in the VPDP? What, if anything, would you do differently 

next time?

Wrap-up
14. Is there anything not recorded in the documentation or that we haven’t covered that you would like to draw our attention 

to?

Thank you and close.
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APPENDIX C  
KEY PROGRAM STAKEHOLDERS
Table 4 provides a summary of key stakeholders during the duration of the VPDP.

Table 4 Program key stakeholders

DOMAIN STAKEHOLDERS

Portfolio  ▪ Minister for Innovation & Better Regulation
 ▪ Commissioner for Fair Trading
 ▪ Secretary, Department of Finance, Services and Innovation (DFSI)
 ▪ Media

Program  ▪ Loose-fill Asbestos Implementation Taskforce Steering Committee
 ▪ Executive Director, Loose-fill Asbestos Implementation Taskforce
 ▪ Director Strategy and Governance
 ▪ Director Operations
 ▪ PMO Lead
 ▪ Governance and Risk Managers
 ▪ Business Support Manager
 ▪ Strategy and Policy Manager
 ▪ Senior WHS Advisor
 ▪ DFSI Legal

Workstreams  ▪ Registrations
 ▪ Inspections
 ▪ Case Management
 ▪ Acquisition and Divestment
 ▪ Demolition

Project partners  ▪ Property NSW
 ▪ Public Works Advisory

External  ▪ SafeWork NSW
 ▪ Environmental Protection Agency
 ▪ Heads of Asbestos Coordination Authorities
 ▪ Local councils
 ▪ Residents and owners
 ▪ Industry associations
 ▪ Unions and community groups
 ▪ Department of Planning and Environment
 ▪ Department of Premier and Cabinet
 ▪ Local Government NSW
 ▪ NSW Ministry of Health
 ▪ NSW Treasury
 ▪ Revenue NSW
 ▪ ACT Taskforce
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