THE MINORITY REPORT
Inquiry into the Victorian Government’s response to the
COVID-19 pandemic.
INTRODUCTION
On 23 April 2020, in the Victorian Parliament during Question Time, the Premier of Victoria,
the Hon Daniel Andrews MP, stated confidently:
“[The Public Accounts and Estimates Committee] is the pre-eminent committee in our
Parliament, and it ought to be given the opportunity to review the performance of the
government. I am confident that it will do that without fear or favour.”1
The Andrews Labor Government’s handling of the Coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, in
particular the deadly second wave outbreak of infections, has been nothing short of
disastrous. It has had dramatic impacts on all Victorians, with the loss of more than 800
lives, hundreds of thousands of jobs, many thousands of businesses and the deprivation of
the liberty of millions of Victorians.
The Public Accounts and Estimates Committee (PAEC) was given the task of reviewing the
Government’s handling of the biggest health, social and economic crisis in generations. In
the view of the minority members of the Committee, this was the wrong choice. A committee
dominated by Labor Government members and chaired by a Labor Government member,
with both a deliberative and a casting vote on all matters, would never deliver the necessary
critical examination or accountability necessary in this crisis. Evidence gathered in
preparation for this Inquiry showed that Victoria was the only jurisdiction in Australia with a
Parliamentary committee reviewing a government response to the pandemic, with a
government majority.
When fundamental mistakes made by government caused a second wave of COVID-19 that
cost 800 Victorian lives, deepened and extended Victoria’s social and economic misery and
led to enormous imposts of the liberty of Victorians, a committee dominated by a Labor
Government majority was entirely inappropriate.
In the view of the minority, the majority report has catalogued the events of 2020 and some
of the Government’s measures in the handling of the crisis, made some minor
recommendations to the public service, but has failed dismally to hold the Government to
account on behalf of the people of Victoria.
Contrary to Premier Daniel Andrews’ confidence back in April 2020, PAEC has not held the
Government to account “without fear of favour”.
The Victorian Government is not responsible for Coronavirus – but its abjectly negligent
handling of the Hotel Quarantine Program – genomically linked to 99 per cent of second
wave outbreak cases – combined with deficient infection control and contact tracing
practices and harsh lockdown restrictions has devastated Victoria and Victorians. This is not
something a reader would appreciate from reading the majority report of this Committee.
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Conduct of the Inquiry
The minority was concerned from the start that the inquiry would not have the requisite
opportunity to fully interrogate officials and Government Ministers. This fear was borne out
during hearings and in the calling of witnesses.
It is acknowledged that any public hearings will have some limitations on time and
resources. But the Labor MPs’ dominance of PAEC (the Committee) wasted valuable time
during hearings, with repeated “Dorothy Dixer” questions allowing Ministers and officials to
filibuster endlessly with information that was irrelevant or already publicly available (for
example, the former Minister for Health and Human Services, the Hon Ms Jenny Mikakos,
advising the Committee at its first hearings that the “outbreak began in Wuhan, in China”).
With Government members holding 50 per cent of the Committee’s membership, 50 per cent
of time during the Inquiry’s hearings was lost to such questioning. It is common PAEC
practice to evenly distribute time among members, however the seriousness of the
pandemic and the Government’s response to it required a more transparent and accountable
approach.
The limited time that non-government members had to question Ministers in particular, was
also curtailed. Ministers would regularly avoid answering questions, and we were alarmed at
the lengths the Labor Chair of the Committee would go to interrupt questioning, waste time
or even mute non-government members’ microphones on matters that Ministers were
sensitive about. On some occasions, legitimate questions within the terms of reference, were
ruled out of order with no explanation or ability to put points of debate.
Given the significance of the Hotel Quarantine program failures and the role of private
security guards instead of an appropriately disciplined and skilled workforce to manage
quarantining arrangements, it was extraordinary that none of the private security firms, or
even their representative bodies, were invited by the Committee to appear during the
hearings, despite attempts by the minority to have them included on the witness list.

Health care worker – Heroes
We wish to acknowledge and pay tribute to the thousands of dedicated medical
professionals and health care workers who put their lives on the line to stop the spread of
Coronavirus. We applaud their dedication and unwavering commitment to helping keep
Victorians safe. They are true heroes.
We also wish to acknowledge and thank everyone working on the frontline during the
pandemic, including but not limited to emergency services workers, cleaners, caterers, and
food and essential services retailers.
To the families and friends who lost love ones during the second wave, you have our
deepest condolences.
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CHAPTER 1 – FATALLY FLAWED HOTEL QUARANTINE PROGRAM
Introduction
On 12 May 2020, the first day of hearings of this Committee, the Premier of Victoria made
the following statement in relation to the Hotel Quarantine Program:
“I think it has served us really well”.2
How wrong this statement proved to be.
The Hotel Quarantine program designed and implemented by the Andrews Labor
Government, which put untrained and ill-equipped private security guards in charge of
quarantining returned international travellers from virus hotspots to protect Victorians from
the spread of Coronavirus, was an unmitigated catastrophe. Genomic sequencing has
confirmed that 99 per cent of Victoria’s second wave of COVID-19 infections originated from
the Hotel Quarantine outbreak.3
The Hotel Quarantine program was plagued by systemic failings in responsibility and
accountability on a scale never before seen in Australia. It was characterised by a myriad of
failures in deficient design and a complete lack of any chain of responsibility in order to hold
anyone accountable for its deadly consequences. What makes this situation so tragic is the
undisputable fact that these failures could have been easily avoided. No other State in
Australia has experienced a major second wave outbreak of Coronavirus infections – not in
New South Wales, Queensland, Western Australia, South Australia, Tasmania, the
Australian Capital Territory or the Northern Territory. Victoria remains the only State to suffer
from a second wave and have stage 4 restrictions imposed. Many of the deaths that resulted
from the outbreak of the virus from the Hotel Quarantine program were undoubtedly
preventable.
Ministerial accountability is one of the finest traditions of the Westminster system.
Regretfully, it’s a tradition that has been trashed by the Andrews Labor Government.
Following the unsuccessful ‘Bay of Pigs’ invasion of Cuba by the United States, President
John F Kennedy observed “… victory has 100 fathers and defeat is an orphan”. 4
That statement encapsulates how the Andrews Labor Government has at every turn sought
to avoid and shirk any responsibility for its disastrous Hotel Quarantine Program, which
caused Victoria’s second wave outbreak of the virus and resulted in more than 800
Victorians losing their lives.
During the course of the Committee’s hearings the Premier, Ministers and Departmental
Secretaries were repeatedly asked who was responsible for the Hotel Quarantine Program,
a program designed to protect Victorians from COVID-19, not infect them with it. Not one
Minister, not one Secretary, not even the Premier himself, could tell the Committee who was
ultimately responsible for the Hotel Quarantine Program.
The fact the Andrews Labor Government could not even explain who was in charge of Hotel
Quarantine, a central program in the Government’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic,
The Hon Daniel Andrews MP, Premier, public hearing, Melbourne, 12 May 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 10.
COVID-19 Hotel Quarantine Inquiry Final Report and Recommendations Volume 1, p. 14.
4
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demonstrates the extent of the epic failures in accountability and governance structures the
Andrews Labor Government presided over to supposedly protect Victorians. The evidence
provided by the Premier, Ministers and Senior Public Servants was mostly self-serving and
sought to avoid questions, rather than answer them. The hearings were not assisted by the
fact that a Labor MP presided as Chair and acted in a thoroughly partisan manner. The
evidence given during the inquiry demonstrated a Government which was more concerned
with protecting itself, rather than its citizens and a Government bureaucracy that sought to
deflect and cover up any chains of responsibility for the program.
Given the many limitations placed on the Committee in relation the time allowed to ask
questions, to put questions on notice and seek documents, we have also relied on evidence
and materials provided to the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry5 conducted by former Judge the Hon
Jennifer Coate AO in order to make our findings. Given evidence and documents were
disclosed in public hearings with the assistance of legal representation and subject to
significant examination, we consider ourselves duty bound to have regard to this material in
making our findings in relation to the Labor Government’s response to the COVID-19
pandemic.

1. Genesis of the Hotel Quarantine Program
1.1

According to evidence given by the Premier at the hearings, the Hotel Quarantine
Program was an initiative of Premier Daniel Andrews and his Labor Government at
the National Cabinet meeting on 27 March 2020.

1.2

The Premier said:
“And of course the army of people who are working in our accommodation hotels
under a plan put forward by Victoria at the national cabinet to move to a
compulsory hotel quarantine model, which was very quickly adopted around
that national cabinet table by all states and territories. I think it has served us
really well.”6

1.3

On 26 March 2020, the day before National Cabinet met, Victoria’s Chief Health
Officer, Professor Brett Sutton, sent his proposed amendments to a paper to be
discussed at the National Cabinet concerning additional measures required to stop
the spread of the virus. A key amendment made by Professor Sutton was that
returning international travellers be subject to mandatory quarantine for 14 days in a
hotel facility, not at home.7

1.4

Professor Sutton sent his proposed amendments to the Secretary of the Department
of Health and Human Services (DHHS), Mr Kym Peake, for her consideration.

1.5

On 27 March 2020, the Prime Minister announced that from midnight 28 March 2020,
all travellers arriving in Australia would be required to undertake 14 days of isolation
at a designated facility, such as a Hotel.8

A Board of Inquiry established pursuant s 53 of the Inquiries Act 2014
The Hon Daniel Andrews MP, Premier, public hearing, Melbourne, 12 May 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 10.
7
Exhibit HQI0192b_RP DHHS draft advice to National Cabinet available at
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/exhibits
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2. Fateful decision to use Private Security in Hotel Quarantine Program
2.1

On 27 March 2020, the National Cabinet meeting endorsed Victoria’s changes to
implement mandatory hotel quarantining of returning travellers. It also became
apparent that arrangements would need to be made quickly to operationalise the
National Cabinet decision.

2.2

During the course of 27 March, then Chief Commissioner of Victoria Police, Graham
Ashton, began receiving information from his Commonwealth counterparts in relation
to how hotel quarantining arrangements would be set up.

2.3

Mr Ashton sent a text message at 1.16pm to Mr Chris Eccles, then Secretary of the
Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) to ask how arrangements for hotel
quarantine would work. The text message read:
Chris I am getting word from Canberra for a plan whereby arrivals from overseas are
to be subjected to enforced isolation from tomorrow. The suggestion is Victorian
arrivals are conveyed to a hotel somewhere where they are guarded by police for 14
days. Are you aware of anything in this regard?? Graham 9

2.4

Mr Ashton did not receive a reply text message from Mr Eccles.

2.5

When asked at the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry, under oath, if he had made inquiries of
his records in relation to whether he had called Mr Ashton in response to his text
message, Mr Eccles said he had checked his records and the records “didn’t reveal
that contact” with Mr Ashton.10 That response proved to be false. When Mr Eccles
phone records were subsequently subpoenaed by the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry, the
phone records indeed revealed that Mr Eccles had called Mr Ashton at 1.17pm, one
minute after the text message from Mr Ashton, with the call lasting for 2 minutes and
15 seconds.11

2.6

Following the revelation of the phone records, Mr Eccles, then the most senior public
servant within the Victorian Government, a right-hand man to the Premier, resigned.
In a subsequent affidavit filed with the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry, following the
revelation of Mr Eccles inconsistent evidence, Mr Eccles maintained he had no
recollection of telephoning or speaking with Mr Ashton. However, Mr Eccles was
able to categorically state that he “would not and could not” have said anything to Mr
Ashton in relation to engaging private security guards to manage Hotel Quarantine
arrangements.12

2.7

Mr Eccles evidence is hard to believe. It defies all logic that on the one hand Mr
Eccles could say that he could not remember the phone call, but on the other hand,
say with absolute certainty that the phone call did not relate to the engagement of
private security guards despite it being one minute after Mr Ashton’s text message
about that very topic. How is it possible, let alone credible, for anyone to categorically
rule out anything discussed in a conversation they can’t remember?

Exhibit HQI0174a_RP Annexures to first witness statement of former Chief Commissioner Graham Ashton AM
APM, see https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/exhibits
10
Transcript of Evidence before Coate Inquiry, 21 September 2020, pp 1795-1796.
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/hearings-transcripts
11
Exhibit HQI0238a_RP - Further DPC documents, see https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/exhibits
12
Exhibit HQI0237a_P - Affidavit of Mr Christopher Eccles at [3] and [9], see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/exhibits
9

5

2.8

Despite Mr Eccles unreliable evidence, there appears to be no investigation or review
by DPC or the Public Service Commissioner into how Victoria’s most senior
bureaucrat could have provided misleading evidence to the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry.
How could it be that Mr Eccles did not undertake the due diligence necessary or
review of the entirety of his phone records prior to giving evidence to the Hotel
Quarantine Inquiry concerning his movements and discussions on 27 March 2020?
Mr Eccles was on notice before he gave evidence of the text messages Mr Ashton
had sent him. Given the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry was established to find out how
more than 800 Victorians lost their lives as a result of the Hotel Quarantine program
fiasco, it was incumbent on Mr Eccles to do everything possible to ensure he had the
most accurate records available to him of his movements and conversations on 27
March 2020.

2.9

2.10

Five minutes after Mr Ashton received the telephone call from the head of DPC, Mr
Eccles (which Mr Eccles says he could not remember), Mr Ashton and his
Commonwealth counterpart, Australian Federal Police Commissioner Kershaw,
engaged in the following text message exchange, which began with Mr Ashton’s text
message at 1.22pm:
Ashton:

Mate my advise (sic) is that ADF will do Passenger transfer and
private security will be used.

Kershaw:

Ok that’s new

Ashton:

I think that’s the deal set up by our DPC. I understand NSW
will be a different arrangement. I spoke to Mick F.13

The text message exchange reveals what Mr Eccles could not, or chose not, to recall
in relation to what was said his in conversation with Mr Ashton. It’s clear from the
contents of the text messages and the phone records, that Mr Eccles advised Mr
Ashton that private security guards would be used in hotel quarantine. There is no
basis or reason to suggest that Mr Ashton made this statement of his own initiative.
Mr Ashton was clearly communicating what he had been told by the Secretary of the
Department of Premier and Cabinet. As the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry found:
“it would be fanciful to think that Mr Ashton sent the 1.22pm and 1.32pm text
messages to Commissioner Kershaw based on no more than some inner
speculation of his own when at 1.16pm he had been asking Mr Eccles for
information about a proposal that police be used as security for the Program”. 14

An irresistible inference emerges from the phone records and text messages that Mr
Eccles, the Secretary of DPC, told Mr Ashton that private security guards would be
used for the Hotel Quarantine Program.

Exhibit HQI0174a_RP Annexures to first witness statement of former Chief Commissioner Graham Ashton
AM APM, see https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/exhibits
14
COVID-19 Hotel Quarantine Inquiry Final Report and Recommendations Volume 1, p. 139.
13
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2.11

In the view of the minority, Mr Eccles would not have provided this information to Mr
Ashton without the Premier authorising, or at least knowing, what Mr Eccles would
have been communicating to the Chief Commissioner of Victoria Police. Indeed, the
Premier confirmed that Mr Eccles was sitting next to him throughout the National
Cabinet meeting.15

2.12

Contrary to the Premier’s assertions otherwise, it’s clear the Premier was aware and
did know that private security guards would be used to manage the hotel quarantine
program. At a press conference given by the Premier on 27 March 2020 at about
3.00pm, the Premier expressly referred to private security guards being used as
follows:
Police, private security, all of our health team will be able to monitor compliance in a
much easier way, in a static location, one hotel or a series of hotels, as the case may
be.16

2.13

The Premier would not have made these statements without first having considered
what he would be publicly announcing after the National Cabinet meeting and
explaining to the public how the Hotel Quarantine program would operate.

2.14

In addition, the Premier issued a written Statement on 27 March 2020, which said:
The costs of accommodation, public health and security will be covered by each
individual jurisdiction, and there will be reciprocal arrangements in place to house the
residents of other states and territories. 17

2.15

Both at the press conference and his Statement, the Premier expressly referred to
private security being used for the purposes of the Hotel Quarantine program. These
statements could not have been made unless the Premier knew that private security
was going to be used in the Hotel Quarantine Program.

2.16

At approximately 4.00pm, a Victorian Secretaries Board (VSB) meeting was held.
Both Mr Eccles and Mr Ashton were present at the meeting. Notes of the meeting
record an exchange between Mr Ashton and Mr Eccles concerning the role of
security and police in the Hotel Quarantine program in the following terms:
GA [Graham Ashton] ‘Challenge will be a static presence over a long period of time –
will end up with some private contractor or else the ADF ideally’.
CE [Christopher Eccles] ‘I assume a private contractor’.18

Premier Press Conference Transcript 12 October 2020, see https://www.rev.com/blog/transcripts/danandrews-press-conference-transcript-after-secretary-resigns-amid-quarantine-scandal-october-12
16
Exhibit HQI0210a_P Transcript of press conference by the Hon. Daniel Andrews MP on 27 March 2020, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/exhibits
17
Hon. Daniel Andrews MP, Enforced Quarantine for Returned Travellers to Combat Coronavirus, Statement,
Victorian Government, Melbourne, 27 March 2020.
18
COVID-19 Hotel Quarantine Inquiry Final Report and Recommendations Volume 1, p. 144.
15
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2.17

Importantly, the notes of the VSB meeting make it plain that Mr Eccles was clearly
already confidently of the view that private security guards would be engaged to
undertake the Hotel Quarantine program, which was entirely consistent with his
previous representations to Mr Ashton earlier in the day and the statements by the
Premier at his press conference. These comments underlie that the engagement of
private security was undertaken in the full knowledge of the Premier and Mr Eccles.

2.18

The Premier has given evidence that he ‘cannot recall’ and was ‘not certain why’ he
referred to private security at the press conference on 27 March 2020.19 We do not
consider the Premier should be believed when making these statements. We note
that in her closing submissions to the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry the former Minister for
Health and Human Services, the Hon Jenny Mikakos, made similar submissions as
to the credibility of the Premier’s evidence. Ms Mikakos submitted to the Inquiry that:
In this regard, it is respectfully submitted that the Board ought to treat with caution
the Premier’s evidence where he sought to explain the reference to the use of
private security in the Hotel Quarantine Program made by him during his media
conference that commenced at 3 pm on 27 March 2020. It is submitted that had
the decision not already been made by that time, the Premier would not have
announced the use of private security in the program. In this regard, it is
observed that no evidence was led about what briefings were provided to the Premier
by his office in advance of that media conference.20

2.19

We agree with Ms Mikakos on this point. It is plainly inconceivable that the Premier
would have made statements referring to the use of private security guards in Hotel
Quarantine at his press conference and in his published Statement without first:
a) being aware that a decision had been made to engage private security;
b) knowing what the role of private security would be; and
c) that private security would be used for Hotel Quarantine.

2.20

After the hearings had concluded, additional documents were disclosed to the Hotel
Quarantine Inquiry from the Premier’s Private Office. Included within these
documents was a briefing document dated 27 March 2020 entitled ‘Policy Q&A’. The
document had a time stamp of 2.53pm, just shortly before the Premier’s press
conference. The ‘Policy Q&A’ included the following passages:
Yesterday Victoria had just over 1,300 international arrivals and we would expect that
number to drop over the coming weeks as the travel ban bites. These arrivals will be
in forced isolation from tomorrow night, with additional support available from the
ADF, and public health and security provided by Victoria.21

Transcript of day 25 hearing 25 September 2020 (Andrews), p. 2128, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/hearings-transcripts
20
Submission 10 The Hon. Jenny Mikakos dated 5 October 2020 at [38], see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/submissions
21
Exhibit HQI0240a_RP Exhibits to affidavit of the Hon. Daniel Andrews MP, p. 18, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/exhibits
19
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2.21

In an affidavit provided to the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry after the Premier had given
his evidence, the Premier said in relation to the ‘Policy Q&A’:
I am informed that I was not given a copy of the Policy Q&As, nor do I recall being
given that document. However, I am informed that: (a) so far as my staff have been
able to establish, the Policy Q&As reflects the state of that document as at 2.53 pm
on 27 March 2020; (b) it is possible that the oral briefing that I received
immediately before my press conference was based, in part, on information
contained in the Policy Q&As.22

2.22

An updated version of the ‘Policy Q&A’ was emailed directly to the Premier later in
the evening of 27 March 2020 day. It included the following reference to private
security:
23. How will we ensure hotel workers are protected from coronavirus?
Anyone in quarantine who is displaying symptoms of the coronavirus will be given
appropriate medical care. The vast majority of returned travellers will not have the
coronavirus.
Returned travellers in quarantine will be required to stay in their allocated rooms
except for a few proscribed periods and not wander around the hotel. Private
security guards will be on hand to enforce this.
24. What additional measures have been implemented at the hotels for this new
purpose?
Private security and additional cleaning have been arranged for the hotels, to
keep travellers, and the broader Victorian community, safe. 23

2.23

The briefing papers provided by the Premier, particularly the one with a time stamp of
2.53pm, confirm categorically that a decision to use private security had already been
made.

2.24

We also have further doubts in relation to accepting the veracity of anything the
Premier has said in relation to the engagement of private security guards for the
Hotel Quarantine Program.

2.25

In the August hearings before this Committee, the Premier was asked directly who
made the decision to use private security in the Hotel Quarantine program. In
response, the Premier said:
We had already begun the process of engaging with hotels, using private
security and others to support health workers who needed to isolate, to
support vulnerable members of the Victorian community who needed to isolate.
So in many respects the hotel quarantine system simply became an extension of
previously agreed processes…24

Exhibit HQI0239a_RP Affidavit of the Hon. Daniel Andrews MP, p. 5, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/exhibits
23
Exhibit HQI0240a_RP Exhibits to affidavit of the Hon. Daniel Andrews MP, p. 34, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/exhibits
24
The Hon Daniel Andrews MP, Premier, public hearing, 11 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, pp. 10-11.
22
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2.26

In direct follow up to this question at the November hearings, the Premier was asked
“did any of the private security who worked on the hotel quarantine program for
returned travellers also work at hotels where healthcare workers stayed for the Hotel
for Heroes program?”25 The Premier said he would take the question on notice. In
written response to the question, the Premier advised:
Security services were not provided in the Hotels for Heroes program. Frontline
workers were staying voluntarily at the Hotels for Heroes sites and therefore security
was not required.26

2.27

Yet, it another bizarre twist, the Secretary of DJPR in his evidence before the
Committee confirmed:
So we were actively involved in considering what human services would need as a
supply side agency with responsibility for Hotels for Heroes, and security and
cleaning were a fundamental component of the Hotels for Heroes program.27

2.28

The answer provided on notice by the Premier that private security was not used for
the Hotels for Heroes program is in direct contradiction to his earlier emphatic
evidence that private security was used. Clearly both answers can’t be right, and the
Premier has made no attempt to explain how his inconsistent evidence can be
reconciled. These answers demonstrate the Premier’s evidence on the engagement
of private security on the Hotel Quarantine is inherently unreliable and cannot be
trusted.

Conclusion
2.29

It’s clear from the weight of the evidence and documentary materials available that
both Premier Daniel Andrews and his head of the Department of Premier and
Cabinet, Mr Chris Eccles, were both involved in the decision to engage private
security guards to undertake the Hotel Quarantine program. The undisputable facts
remain that the Premier himself told the Victorian public at about 3.00pm on 27
March 2020, shortly after National Cabinet had concluded, that his Government
would be using private security guards. In addition, the first mention of private
security guards being used by the Andrews Labor Government is Mr Ashton’s text
message to his Commonwealth counterpart that he had been “advise[ed]” that private
security guards would be used for the Hotel Quarantine program and, in his words,
“that’s the deal set up by our DPC”. This was the text message sent after Mr Eccles
telephoned Mr Ashton at 1.17pm, a call Mr Eccles says he cannot remember making.

2.30

There is no reason to doubt that Mr Ashton sent this text message after his
conversation with Mr Eccles, which lasted over 2 minutes. Mr Ashton was merely
informing his counterpart what he had been told by Mr Eccles. There is no evidence
to suggest to the contrary. Rather, the cogency of the evidence reveals what was
originally covered up, namely that Mr Eccles told Mr Ashton private security would be
used for Hotel Quarantine arrangements. Given Mr Eccles seniority and having
attended the National Cabinet together with the Premier that day, we have concluded
that Mr Eccles would not have made this statement to Mr Ashton without the Premier
at least endorsing this decision to use private security guards, which he himself
referred to in his Statement and at his press conference.

The Hon Daniel Andrews MP, Premier, public hearing, 27 November 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 24.
Department of Premier and Cabinet, response to questions on notice, 24 December 2020, p. 3.
27
Mr Simon Phemister, Secretary of DJPR, public hearing, 3 December 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 4.
25
26
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FINDING 1:

Based on the available evidence, we find the decision to use private security
guards in Hotel Quarantine program was made by the Department of Premier
and Cabinet, and more likely than not by Mr Eccles himself. We also find the
Premier endorsed this decision given statements he himself made throughout
the course of 27 March 2020.

FINDING 2:

Genomic testing proves that 99 per cent of Victoria’s second wave of COVID19 cases was the result of the outbreak from the Andrews Government’s
Hotel Quarantine Program. The second wave outbreak resulted in over 800
Victorian lives being lost.

RECOMMENDATION 1:
Victoria’s disastrous Hotel Quarantine Program resulted in more than 800 lives being
tragically lost; loss of life to this magnitude did not occur in New South Wales,
Queensland, South Australia, Western Australia, Tasmania, the Australian Capital
Territory or the Northern Territory. The Premier has repeatedly said he takes
responsibility for the actions of his Government. The Minority calls on the Premier to
explain to the Victorian public what this actually means, and take responsibility for his
Government’s fatal actions. This should include considering his own resignation.
2.31

The loss of these 800 lives was entirely preventable. We extend our deepest
sympathies and condolences to the families and friends of those who lost loved ones
as a consequence of the Andrews Labor Government’s Hotel Quarantine fiasco.
Nothing can be done or said to make up for the loss these families and friends have
suffered. We hope that in some small way our findings can provide some element of
justice for those who lost their lives and those they left grieving behind.
These Victorians should not be forgotten, and their families deserve to know
the truth: they deserve to know how a program which was intended to keep
Victorians safe, in fact spread Coronavirus infecting thousands of Victorians
with COVID-19, ending the lives of more than 800 Victorians.

FINDING 3:

The decisions of the Andrews Labor Government caused carnage and
devastation through its ill-conceived and fatally flawed Hotel Quarantine
program. It is one of the most disgraceful examples of a Government being in
complete dereliction of its duty to keep its citizens safe in our nation’s history.

FINDING 4:

800 lives that should not have been lost were, but the Premier and his
Ministers continue to go about their daily affairs as if the second wave never
happened. The devastation of the Hotel Quarantine program should not be
allowed to be airbrushed away from history. Those who allowed these lives to
be lost must be held to account. We find the Andrews Labor Government
entirely responsible for the loss of more than 800 lives as a result of its fatal
Hotel Quarantine program.
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3. Operation Soteria – a shocking failure in accountability and an exemplar
of ‘buck-passing’
3.1

The Hotel Quarantine Program was doomed to fail from its inception. There were no
clear lines of accountability in relation to who was responsible for the program, and
ultimately the virus breached quarantine and spread wildly throughout the Victorian
community, rather than be contained. In Greek mythology, Soteria was the goddess
or spirit of safety or salvation.
Operation Soteria failed to live up to its namesake, rather it became a program
of havoc and destruction.

3.2

3.3

As the second wave unfolded, questions were immediately raised as to who was
responsible for managing the Hotel Quarantine Program. The fact this question could
not be easily answered demonstrated the extent of the monumental failures in
accountability by the Andrews Labor Government and its utter failure to protect its
citizens from the virus. The following exchange with the Minister for Jobs, Precincts
and Regions, the Hon Martin Pakula MP, is an example of the kind of obfuscation
Labor Government Ministers engaged in when refusing to answer questions about
Hotel Quarantine arrangements:
Ms Vallence:

Minister, over the weekend Minister Mikakos tweeted that ‘The truth
will set you free’. Minister, in order to get to the truth, which minister
is ultimately responsible for the hotel quarantine program?

Mr Pakula:

Ms Vallence, I am not going to engage with you on what can only be
described as a sort of a gotcha-type question.

In the May hearings, the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, the Hon Lisa
Neville, gave evidence that a dedicated operation, known as Operation Soteria, was
developed to specifically manage the Hotel Quarantine program.28 The Minister went
on to advise that:
And of course, with Operation Soteria, which is the quarantine from all our overseas
travellers, Andrew Crisp appointed a deputy coordinator whose sole role is to
manage that, and that has been an extraordinary operation… Police have played
a massive role meeting everyone at the airport as they arrive, and obviously there
is security that is provided at those hotels…29

3.4

Mr Crisp then gave some further evidence about how Operation Soteria had evolved
stating it had “transitioned more into business as usual now within DHHS”.30 This
evidence provides a glimpse of how relaxed and lazy the Andrews Labor
Government had become in relation to quarantining arrangements.

The Hon Lisa Neville MP, Minister for Police, public hearing, 19 May 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 2.
The Hon Lisa Neville MP, Minister for Police, public hearing, 19 May 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 13-14.
30
Emergency Management Commissioner Crisp, public hearing, 19 May 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 19.
28
29
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3.5

When information was sought about the person “whose sole role” was to manage
Operation Soteria, the Andrews Labor Government refused to answer. The then
Secretary of DHHS, Ms Kym Peake, sought to avoid answering any questions
concerning Hotel Quarantine or Operation Soteria. Ms Peake was generally an
unimpressive and evasive witness who actively sought to deflect questions, rather
than answer them.

3.6

Ms Peake eventually indicated the deputy state controller who was appointed to
oversee Operation Soteria was “someone who had been heavily involved in the
bushfires during the summer”, but refused to provide a name.31 It was later revealed
in responses to questions taken on notice that the first two Deputy Controllers for
Health were both persons appointed from the Department of Environment, Land,
Water and Planning (DELWP), not DHHS.32

3.7

Whilst these individuals may have had experience in emergency management, we
fail to understand, in the face of a global health pandemic, the likes of which had not
been seen for a century, how it was ever determined that persons who had no
experience in health emergencies or in the control of infectious diseases were
considered appropriate to manage a program to quarantine people travelling from
Coronavirus hotspots. This is not a reflection on those individuals. It’s clear from the
very beginning the Andrews Labor Government made ludicrous decisions in relation
to the personnel it chose to lead Victoria’s response to the pandemic. Clearly the
Andrews Labor Government did not have the right people in the right positions in
order to protect Victorians from the virus.

3.8

These concerns were also held by the Australian Medical Association Victoria (AMA).
In evidence provided to the Committee, the AMA said:
AMA Victoria questions whether the Victorian government’s response to the
pandemic has been underpinned by good governance and whether the right structure
was established quickly enough to manage these risks.
We believe… a different structure… led by clear governance and accountability
frameworks and by experts in emergency management and with high-level advice
from health practitioners.33

3.9

It also emerged in evidence before the Committee that Operation Soteria was
overseen by an ‘overarching governance group’ that was established to share
intelligence, monitor the progress of the program and respond to any issues that
emerged.’34 Ms Peake said the governance group was established to provide ‘shared
accountability’.35 Ms Mikakos disavowed any involvement in approving the
governance structure.36

Mr Kym Peake, Secretary of DHHS, public hearing, 11 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 27.
Department of Health and Human Services, response to questions on notice, August 2020, p. 9.
33
Assoc. Prof Rait, President of AMA Victoria, public hearing, 11 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 1.
34
Department of Health and Human Services, response to questions on notice, August 2020, p. 10.
35
Ms Kym Peake, Secretary of DHHS, public hearing, 11 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 14.
36
The Hon Jenny Mikakos, public hearing, 11 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 15.
31
32
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3.10

It was conceded by DHHS that membership of the governance group “fluctuated over
time” and comprised representatives from the following departments:
•
•
•
•
•
•

FINDING 5:

3.11

The Department of Premier and Cabinet
The Department of Health and Human Services
The Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions
The Department of Transport
Victoria Police
Emergency Management Victoria37
Given the “fluctuations” in membership of the governance group, Operation
Soteria’s governance can be best described as a revolving door of senior
public sector bureaucrats making inconsistent decisions without any regard to
the maintenance of corporate memory. The key to any quality governance
structure – crucial in response to a pandemic – is stability, consistency and
continuity, none of which Operation Soteria had.

With so many Government Departments and public sector agencies involved,
Operation Soteria became a veritable public sector smorgasbord, which was
personified by its confusing chains of accountability and paralysed decision-making
processes. Ms Mikakos herself conceded the ‘complexity’ of the governance
structures put in place, observing:
I think you have just got a sense from the Secretary’s evidence about the
complexity of the governance structures involved in this program and the
multiagency response that was involved. 38

3.12

Buck passing became an artform during the course of Operation Soteria, so much so,
it would make Sir Humphrey blush.39 It has become a pathetically embarrassing case
study of how Government Departments refuse to take responsibility for their actions.

3.13

It should also be noted that neither the Chief Health Officer or his Deputy had any
involvement in the Quarantine Command Structure or Operation Soteria,40 meaning
there was a complete lack of any health, infectious diseases control or clinical
emergency experience involved in the running of this operation.

FINDING 6:

We conclude that Operation Soteria was overseen by a plethora of people,
none of whom had the necessary communicable disease knowledge, clinical
emergency experience or health expertise to manage it appropriately.

Department of Health and Human Services, response to questions on notice, August 2020, p. 11.
The Hon Jenny Mikakos, public hearing, 11 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 14.
39
Sir Humphrey Appleby was a fictional character in the British political satire television series Yes Minister. Sir
Humphrey was best known for his skills as a master of political obfuscation.
40
Professor Brett Sutton, Chief Health Officer, public hearing, 11 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 6.
37
38
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3.14

There were repeated questions as to which Government Department and Minister
was ultimately responsible for the management of Operation Soteria. Was it the
Emergency Management Commissioner, was it DHHS, was it the Department of
Jobs, Precincts and Regions (DJPR), or was it the Department of Justice? Whilst it
finally became clear in the August hearings that DHHS was the ‘control agency’ with
primary responsibility for Operation Soteria,41 the former Minister for Health
maintained and continued to protest that neither she nor DHHS were responsible for
Operation Soteria or the Hotel Quarantine program.42

FINDING 7:

Questions over who was responsible for Hotel Quarantine resulted in
undignified arguments and disagreements between Ministers and
Departments, constantly seeking to shove responsibility and blame between
various bureaucrats. In the meantime, the virus kept spreading and people
kept dying.

FINDING 8:

Operation Soteria was meant to be the key government operation that
protected all Victorians from the virus. Instead, its dysfunction and failings
became the single greatest contributor to Victoria suffering a second wave
and losing more than 800 lives. The magnitude of incompetence and
mismanagement demonstrated by Premier Daniel Andrews, his Ministers and
Heads of Departments meant Operation Soteria itself became the ultimate
super spreader of COVID-19 in Victoria.

RECOMMENDATION 2:
Given the devastating failures of Operation Soteria, we consider that each senior
individual, who was responsible for its implementation and oversight, should be
sanctioned. So far, only the former Secretary of DHHS, Ms Peake, has resigned, and
even then, not because she accepted any culpability for the failures of her
department. Former Minister Mikakos resigned only because she considered the
Premier had betrayed her. We consider further senior bureaucrats and the Ministers
responsible for their departments should also be held to account and removed from
their positions for their negligent mismanagement of Operation Soteria. To describe
the decision to put private security guards in charge of Hotel Quarantine, to the
exclusion of expert health oversight, as a disaster does not even come close to
adequately expressing how devastating this decision truly was.

4. DHHS extreme incompetence and refusal to follow the Emergency
Response Plan
4.1

What was even more bizarre was the fact the Andrews Labor Government did not
even follow its own emergency management procedures in responding to the
pandemic. The State Emergency Response Plan (SHERP) sets out the default
position that the Chief Health Officer (CHO) will be appointed as the State Controller

Emergency Management Commissioner Crisp, public hearing, 26 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 3.
Transcript of day 24 hearing 24 September 2020 (Mikakos), p. 2064, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/hearings-transcript
41
42
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– Health in periods of public health emergencies.43 The State Controller is
responsible for managing and leading the response to the public health emergency.
Yet, inexplicably, this did not occur.
4.2

The Minister for Police and Emergency Services gave evidence to the Committee
that the Emergency Management Commissioner, Mr Andrew Crisp, was appointed a
State Controller for Health on 1 February 2020.44 Why Mr Crisp was appointed and
not the Chief Health Officer, who presumably had much more experience in medical
emergencies and disease and infection control, was never explained.

4.3

The SHERP provided the CHO would be appointed as the relevant State Controller in
periods of public health emergencies. Despite being aware of this, the Secretary of
DHHS, Ms Kym Peake, determined that someone else should undertake this
incredibly important task.45 Ms Peake made this decision on the basis of advice
provided to her from another bureaucrat who did not have any experience in health
emergencies, but was an economist by training.46

4.4

Mr Peake defended making this decision on the basis she did not consider Professor
Sutton to have the ‘bandwidth’ and it was not ‘feasible’ for him to perform the role.47
Yet it appears that Professor Sutton was not even consulted in relation to this
decision nor was any assessment undertaken to identify whether he did have the
necessary availability or skill-set to undertake the role. Professor Sutton disagreed
with the decision48 and objected to being sidelined, stating:
I expressed my preference. I certainly spoke to my accountabilities and my sense of
accountability with respect to pandemic control, and I think delineated the role that a
State Controller is defined as, as the individual who applies the controls in an
incident or emergency and is a decision-maker in that regard.49

4.5

Asking rhetorically, what is the point of having a State Emergency Response Plan if
you are not going to follow it? It is little wonder the Hotel Quarantine proved to be
such a devastating fiasco.

4.6

Whilst the persons who were initially appointed to the role had some emergency
management experience, they had no experience in dealing with communicable
disease or a worldwide health pandemic.
This proved to be a fatally flawed decision.

Emergency Management Victoria, State Health Emergency Plan, (4th ed, 2017), p. 23-24.
The Hon Lisa Neville MP, Minister for Police, public hearing, 19 May 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 1.
45
Transcript of day 23 hearing 23 September 2020 (Pakula, Neville, Peake), p. 1967, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/hearings-transcripts
46
Transcript of day 23 hearing 23 September 2020 (Pakula, Neville, Peake), p. 1967, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/hearings-transcripts
47
Transcript of day 23 hearing 23 September 2020 (Pakula, Neville, Peake), p. 1973 and 1980, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/hearings-transcripts
48
Transcript of day 18 hearing 16 September 2020 (Sutton, van Diemen), p. 1485, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/hearings-transcripts
49
Transcript of day 18 hearing 16 September 2020 (Sutton, van Diemen), p. 1487, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/hearings-transcripts
43
44
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4.7

It’s clear that neither Ms Peake, nor those advising her, had any clue about what they
were actually doing. The bureaucrat who advised Ms Peake on the appointments,
who was an economist by training, gave evidence that she viewed the Hotel
Quarantine program to be an exercise in ‘logistics’ as opposed to a health
emergency, stating:
My view then, and quite frankly my view now, is that the overwhelming role that
we needed for an effective response from the emergency management framework
was one of coordination of logistics and other assistance 50

FINDING 9:

The evidence demonstrates the deplorable situation the Andrews Labor
Government allowed to prevail in its response to the pandemic. In the face of
a global health pandemic, Victoria had bureaucrats more focused on logistics
than containing the infectious virus and protecting the health and wellbeing of
Victorians. This evidence demonstrates how utterly misguided the Secretary
of DHHS was in refusing to comply with the State Emergency Response Plan
by sidelining the Chief Health Officer to appoint people to manage the
pandemic response who had no training or expertise in communicable
disease management.

RECOMMENDATION 3:
That future State Governments comply with and follow the State Emergency
Response Plan in any future public health emergency and appoint the Chief Health
Officer as the State Controller.

5. Revolving door of the State Controller’s office
5.1

In the period since the State of Emergency was declared on 16 March 2020, which
has been extended no less than 11 times and still remains in place, Victoria has had
11 different State Controllers who have been responsible for coordinating the
State’s response to the pandemic.

5.2

To put that into context, that means Victoria has had a different State Controller for
every month of the pandemic. This illustrates how unstable and dysfunctional the
Andrews Labor Government’s response to the pandemic became.

FINDING 10: To have 11 different people coordinating the operation – one for each month
of the pandemic – completely undermines any continuity and consistency in
the health led response. The revolving door of the position of the State
Controller meant Victoria’s response was undoubtedly compromised
throughout the pandemic and created a situation were poor decisions were
continually made, resulting in Victorians suffering and people losing their lives
and livelihoods.

Transcript of day 15 hearing 10 September 2020 (Wallace, Smith, Skilbeck), p. 1217, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/hearings-transcripts

50
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RECOMMENDATION 4:
The position of State Controller should not become a revolving door of senior
bureaucrats during a public health emergency and its occupancy should not be
subject to constant change.

6. Failure to use ADF in the Hotel Quarantine Program
6.1

As if the decision to use private security guards to undertake the Hotel Quarantine
program was not bad enough, the decision not to use personnel from the Australian
Defence Force (ADF) in its quarantine operation was almost as equally poor.

6.2

After the National Cabinet met on 27 March 2020, the Prime Minister announced that
ADF personnel would be available to assist States and Territories to undertake Hotel
Quarantine programs around Australia.51 The Premier also made a similar
announcement on 27 March 2020 stating the ADF would be ‘engaged to support the
implementation’ of the Hotel Quarantine program.52

6.3

Astonishingly however, the Andrews Labor Government took the unprecedented step
of refusing to use ADF in their Hotel Quarantine program. When the Premier was
asked by the Committee why he had chosen to use private security guards rather
than police or the ADF in the Hotel Quarantine program, the Premier gave the
following staggering response:
Well, I am glad you mentioned the use of ADF, I do not believe ADF support
was on offer, and ADF support has been provided in very limited circumstances in
New South Wales, not to provide security as such but to provide transportation from
the airport to hotels. So again I think it is fundamentally incorrect to assert that
there were hundreds of ADF staff on offer and somehow someone said no.53

6.4

The Premier’s evidence was bewildering. Particularly concerning was the fact the
Premier’s evidence was in stark contrast to what he previously said in his Statement
on 27 March, namely that ADF would be involved in providing support for Hotel
Quarantine. To this day, the Premier has been unable to explain this glaring
inconsistency.

6.5

Shortly after the Premier gave his questionable evidence, the Commonwealth
Minister for Defence, Senator the Hon Linda Reynolds CSC, issued a Statement. The
Statement detailed at length the many occasions on which Victoria had been offered
ADF support to assist in Hotel Quarantine. The Minister for Defence said that,
consistent with the Prime Minister’s offer on 27 March 2020, all States and Territories
had been offered ADF support. In relation to Victoria, the Minister said:
•

On 28 March, Victorian authorities advised that Victoria was not seeking ADF
assistance with mandatory quarantine arrangements and was consistently
advised that assistance was not required for any “public facing roles”;

The Hon. Scott Morrison MP, Prime Minister, Update on Coronavirus Measures, media release, 27 March
2020. https://www.pm.gov.au/media/update-coronavirus-measures-270320
52
Exhibit HQI0240a_RP Exhibits to affidavit of the Hon. Daniel Andrews MP, p. 18, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/exhibits
53
The Hon Daniel Andrews MP, Premier, public hearing, 11 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 11.
51
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6.6

•

ADF officials asked whether Victorian authorities required assistance with its
mandatory quarantine system on multiple occasions, but no request for
quarantine support was received from Victoria;

•

On 12 April, Victorian authorities reaffirmed to ADF officials that all quarantine
operation were within Victoria’s capacity;

•

In New South Wales, ADF personnel supported the reception of international
arrivals at Sydney Airport and undertook quarantine compliance monitoring at
hotels from 29 March; and

•

In Queensland, ADF personnel supported the reception of international
arrivals at Brisbane Airport and undertook quarantine compliance monitoring
at hotels from 31 March.

At a hearing before the Australian Senate’s Inquiry into the Australian Government’s
response to the COVID-19 pandemic on 18 August 2020, Lieutenant General
Frewen, Commander for the Defence COVID-19 Task Force, was asked about the
assertions made by the Premier that ADF support had not been offered to Victoria.
Lieutenant General Frewin gave the following evidence:
In the PM’s offer, the ADF, it was made plain, would be available to all of the
states and territories to help with whatever arrangements were put in place for
quarantine and quarantine enforcement. We immediately took that as guidance
and we stood to forces in each of the states and territories. We stood to 100
personnel in the larger states and territories…54

6.7

Lt Gen Frewen confirmed about 360 ADF personnel had been provided to New South
Wales, just over 100 to Queensland and 50 in Western Australia. When asked if the
offers to the other States were different to what was offered to Victoria, Lt Gen
Frewen confirmed they were the same and that 100 ADF personnel were available in
Victoria to be used for mandatory quarantine arrangements.55

6.8

The evidence of Lt Gen Frewen was entirely consistent with the minutes of the
National Cabinet meeting on 27 March 2020 which Premier Daniel Andrews and
former Secretary Chris Eccles attended. When the Premier appeared before the
Hotel Quarantine Inquiry, he was shown an extract of the Minutes of the National
Cabinet meeting, which he himself attended and confirmed.56 The extract of the
National Cabinet minutes noted that it had been ‘agreed’ that mandatory quarantining
arrangements would be:
•

“enforced by State and Territory governments, with the support of the Australian
Border Forcer and the Australian Defence Force (ADF) where necessary and
according to need across Australia”;

Lieutenant General Frewen, COVID-19 Senate Select Committee, public hearing, Canberra, 18 August 2020,
Transcript of evidence, p. 37-38.
55
Lieutenant General Frewen, COVID-19 Senate Select Committee, public hearing, Canberra, 18 August 2020,
Transcript of evidence, p. 38.
56
Transcript of day 25 hearing 25 September 2020 (Andrews), p. 2124, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/hearings-transcripts
54
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6.9

•

“State and Territories would meet the costs (other than for ABF and ADF support)
and determine any contributions required from travellers arriving within their
jurisdiction”; and

•

“the ADF will begin assisting State and Territory governments to undertake
quarantine compliance checks of those who are required to be in mandatory
isolation after returning from overseas…”

The minutes reveal what both the Prime Minister and Premier said in their
Statements after the National Cabinet meeting on 27 March 2020, that ADF would be
available to be used to assist States and Territories with their Hotel Quarantine
arrangements. This evidence puts beyond doubt that ADF support was available to
all States and Territories, including Victoria, at all times.

FINDING 11: Not only had ADF support been offered to Victoria, but it had been offered on
multiple occasions. To suggest that ADF support had not been offered to
Victoria at all and only been provided to other States in a limited way, as the
Premier did, defies all credibility. The Premier’s evidence in response to this
question proved to be patently false.

7. Renewed offer of ADF support not passed on to Premier
7.1

It was also revealed there was an express offer of ADF support made by the
Secretary of the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet to Mr Eccles in early April
2020. In an email dated 8 April 2020 sent to Mr Eccles, the Secretary of the
Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet wrote:
On the question of assistance with security, I am advised the only deal with NSW
was in-kind provision of ADF personnel. I am sure the Commonwealth would be
willing to assist Victoria in a similar way if you wanted to reconsider your
operating model.57

7.2

The email confirms there was express offer of ADF support to Victoria by the most
senior public servant in the Commonwealth to the most senior public servant in
Victoria. Mr Eccles did not respond to this offer. When asked if he had informed the
Premier of the offer, or anyone else, he said he hadn’t. When it was put to him that in
circumstances where the Commonwealth was offering ADF support at no charge,
while Victoria was incurring enormous costs as a consequence of engaging private
security, it would normally be presumed that such an offer would be passed on to
those making operational decisions. Mr Eccles responded by stating that would be a
‘reasonable conclusion’.58

FINDING 12: The Secretary of the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet made a direct
and unconditional offer of ADF support to the Department of Premier and
Cabinet. This offer was not only not accepted by the Andrews Labor
Government, it was ignored.
Exhibit HQI0142a_RP Voluntary submission from the Commonwealth of Australia, attachment 8, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/exhibits
58
Transcript of day 21 hearing 21 September 2020 (Eccles), p. 1775, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/hearings-transcripts
57
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8. Chief Medical Officer offered ADF support to the Chief Health Officer
8.1

As the crisis of the second wave began to spiral out of control, the Commonwealth’s
Chief Medical Officer, Professor Brendan Murphy, had numerous discussions with
Victoria’s Chief Health Officer, Professor Brett Sutton, in relation to bringing the Hotel
Quarantine outbreak under control. On 20 June 2020, Professor Murphy wrote to
Professor Sutton offering support:
The other thing I was wondering is whether there is anything we can do to help in
your enhancement of infection control in the quarantine hotels. Obviously with the
recent breaches you are doing detailed reviews of the infection control practices but
with the rising incidence of positive returned travellers, do we need to do more. Use
PPE more extensively, up the training and supervision, etc. etc. We have used Aspen
Medical to come into aged care homes as a surge workforce and to provide infection
control expertise They are readily available. We are very keen to help in any way

8.2

Professor Sutton responded by stating:
Thanks Brendan. We've got good training and IPC supervision but the workforce is
the wrong cohort. Talking to DJPR about better options. And might consider regular
PCR tests for security staff. Brett

8.3

Professor Murphy responded:
If you needed a short term surge workforce in the meantime, Aspen or even ADF
could help at very short notice.

8.4

The following day, on 21 June 2020, Professor Sutton responded:
Thanks Brendan. Merrin - in copy - is overseeing this operation and I'm sure will
touch base as required. I think Aspen, in particular, could strengthen the program but
its security staffing that is our main risk at the moment. I might also raise routine
symptomatic testing of these staff with AHPPC today.59

8.5

The email exchange confirms the Commonwealth Chief Medical Officer was at pains
to offer any support to Victoria to get its Hotel Quarantine outbreak under control,
including the offer of ADF support “at very short notice”.
Yet for reasons which remain a complete mystery neither the CHO or the Andrews
Labor Government accepted any of these offers. Even though Professor Sutton
himself conceded that private security guards were the “wrong cohort” to be used for
Hotel Quarantine, it appears no-one in the public health team took immediate action
to accept or escalate the offers of ADF support or install an appropriate skilled
‘cohort’ to protect Victorians.
Just two weeks after this email exchange, Stage 3 restrictions were re-imposed in
Victoria.

Exhibit HQI0155a_RP Annexures to witness statement of Prof. Brett Sutton, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/exhibits

59
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FINDING 13: The Commonwealth Chief Medical Officer made a direct and unconditional
offer of ADF support to the Chief Health Officer of Victoria. Neither the
Andrews Labor Government or the Chief Health Officer accepted this offer of
ADF support, despite the Chief Health Officer signifying that security guards
were “our main risk” and the “wrong cohort” to be used for Hotel Quarantine.

9. 850 ADF troops requested, then cancelled, all within 24 hours
9.1

The situation in relation to ADF support became even more bizarre. On 24 June
2020, at 7.00pm, Emergency Management Commissioner Andrew Crisp, wrote to the
ADF requesting:
850 personnel to provide compliance and monitoring support to DHHS at the
designated hotels being used for mandatory quarantine. The personnel will be
required to operate on shift rotation basis, 7 days a week for the duration of the
request.

9.2

Commissioner Crisp went on to advise:
Emergency Management Victoria has exhausted internal or contract sources
across emergency agencies to fulfil these roles. ADF personnel in other States
have proven to be uniquely suited to roles and functions being carried out within
the current environment.
Due to the scale and complexity of the crisis, this is a high priority request, to
ensure the stability in the established systems and process are continued.
The personnel would be required to operate from Melbourne metropolitan
hotels that are being used for mandatory quarantine. 60

FINDING 14: Commissioner Crisp’s request can only be described as a desperate cry for
help from Victoria. Commissioner Crisp confirmed what all Victorians feared,
that Victoria was in ‘crisis’ because of the second wave outbreak from Hotel
Quarantine. This request demonstrated the Andrews Labor Government had
lost complete control of its Hotel Quarantine program and required almost a
thousand ADF troops to attempt to stabilise the escalating situation. The
Andrews Labor Government’s Hotel Quarantine program was in complete
disarray.
9.3

Yet, inexplicably, at 12.31pm on 25 June 2020 (the following day), Commissioner
Crisp sent an email to the ADF stating:
Based on changing operational and resourcing requirements I am writing to advise
you that Victoria no longer wishes to progress RFA 15, the request for up to
850 resources to support our hotel quarantine operation (Op Soteria). 61

Answers to Question on Notice, no 339, see
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/COVID-19/COVID19
61
Answers to Question on Notice, no 339, see
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/COVID-19/COVID19
60
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9.4

Less than 24 hours after Commissioner Crisp had advised the ADF that Victoria was
in ‘crisis’, that it had ‘exhausted’ all other resources’ and acknowledging the ADF
were ‘uniquely suited’ to carrying out Hotel Quarantine arrangements, he cancelled
his request for 850 ADF troops. This chain of communication illustrates the Andrews
Labor Government’s strategy in containing the virus had become a complete circus
and those in authority had absolutely no idea of what they were doing.

9.5

When asked by the Committee why he had cancelled the request so soon after
having made it, Commissioner Crisp said:
I had a further conversation with regard to other options that were being
explored with other resources across the Victorian public service, whether that
was police, protective services officers or Corrections Victoria. I knew that work was
underway… Again I might sign the paperwork, but I am doing that on behalf of
[DHHS], who were the control agency. That is where the 850 number came from. It
came from [DHHS], and therefore I put in that request.62

9.6

Clearly considerable pressure was placed on Commissioner Crisp to withdraw the
request, most likely by the Premier or the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, the Hon Lisa Neville MP, in order to avoid the reality of the situation being
publicly discovered, that the Andrews Labor Government had lost complete control of
its Hotel Quarantine program. Minister Neville later said she was ‘cranky’ that she did
not know about the request before it was made.63

9.7

The evidence given by Commissioner Crisp was extraordinary. In his evidence
Commissioner Crisp said he was having ‘further conversations’ about other
resources and ‘knew that work was underway’. Yet, Commissioner Crisp had told the
ADF, on the day he made the request, that Victoria had ‘exhausted’ its resources.
Commissioner Crisp’s evidence is entirely inconsistent and cannot be reconciled.
Victoria had either exhausted its resources or it hadn’t.
Commissioner Crisp made it clear he made the request on behalf of DHHS, which
was the ‘control agency’. If DHHS considered that Victoria was in ‘crisis’ and all other
options had been ‘exhausted’, why had these ‘further conversations’ not been
completed before the ADF request had been made? In our view, Commissioner Crisp
evidence was entirely compromised and was not being entirely truthful to the
Committee.

9.8

Commissioner Crisp also told the Committee that he just ‘signs the paperwork’ when
making these requests. If this is to be believed, then this is a complete abrogation of
his function as the Emergency Management Commissioner of Victoria.
Commissioner Crisp told the ADF that Victoria was in ‘crisis’. If Commissioner Crisp
considers this to be just a matter of signing some ‘paperwork’ then he is clearly not fit
for the job.

Emergency Management Commissioner Crisp, public hearing, 26 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 22.
Transcript of day 23 hearing 23 September 2020 (Pakula, Neville, Peake), p. 1961, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/hearings-transcripts
62
63
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9.9

When asked about the request for 850 ADF personnel, the Premier provided a very
dismissive response, telling the Committee that he did not make the request and the
request “was not made by anybody in a position of authority within the Victorian
government”.64 Clearly, the Premier was furious that Commissioner Crisp had made
the request, which exposed what most Victorians already knew, that the Andrews
Labor Government had lost complete control in stopping the spread of the virus and
was incapable of bringing the situation under control.

9.10

It’s clear the Andrews Labor Government was not only offered ADF support by the
Commonwealth on multiple occasions and through multiple channels but was also
clearly desperate for it. The reason why the Andrews Labor Government refused the
offers of ADF support and cancelled its ADF request remains a mystery. What is
clear, however, is the Andrews Labor Government chose to use an inferior workforce
by engaging private security guards to manage Hotel Quarantine arrangements.

FINDING 15: The Andrews Government chose to reject the highly trained and disciplined
qualities of the ADF, expert in humanitarian crises, in preference to private
security guards who were clearly ill-equipped to manage the highly important
and demanding infection control requirements of the Government’s Hotel
Quarantine Program.
9.11

We condemn the Andrews Labor Government for its refusal to use ADF as part
of its Hotel Quarantine program and denounce the attempts by the Premier and
the Labor Government to seek to mislead Victorians that no such offer was
made or available.

10. Commissioner Crisp’s ‘corrected’ evidence
10.1

10.2

When Commissioner Crisp appeared before the Committee on 26 August 2020, the
Commissioner was asked a number of questions in relation to how the decision was
made to engage private security guards to undertake Hotel Quarantine
arrangements. Not once, not twice, not three times, but on four separate occasions,
Commissioner Crisp advised either “I was regularly briefing my minister” or “I briefed
my minister regularly throughout that day”,65 being Minister Lisa Neville.
Whilst Commissioner Crisp was giving evidence, Minister Neville was also present
as a witness at the hearing. On occasion, while Commissioner Crisp was giving
evidence, Minister Neville would interrupt the Committee’s questioning to make
corrections to the evidence being given.66 At no stage throughout the questioning of
Commissioner Crisp did Minister Neville deny that she was briefed, or make or seek
to make any corrections to Commissioner’s Crisp’s evidence that he was regularly
updating her throughout the course of 27 March 2020.

The Hon Daniel Andrews MP, Premier, public hearing, 11 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 13.
Commissioner Crisp, public hearing, 26 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 3, 5 and 10.
66
See interjection from Minister Neville, public hearing, 26 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 10.
64
65
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10.3

Almost six weeks after Commissioner Crisp had given his evidence, the Committee
received a letter from Commissioner Crisp, dated 5 October 2020, in which he
advised he wished to “correct” his evidence by stating that:
I did not brief the Minister for Police and Emergency Services throughout the 27 and
28 March 2020 with regard to what was being planned. 67

10.4

This letter was sent shortly after Minister Neville gave evidence before the Hotel
Quarantine Inquiry on 23 September 2020. In her evidence before the inquiry,
Minister Neville was asked if she had any discussion about ADF support on 27
March. In response to this question, Minister Neville said:
No, the only conversation I had with Commissioner Crisp was at that meeting on the
27th. We didn’t engage at all again over that weekend about the issue of hotel
quarantine. So no, we did not.68

10.5

A strong inference arises that Commissioner Crisp attempted to alter his evidence
in order to be consistent with Minister Neville’s evidence. It strikes us as being
inherently odd that after Commissioner Crisp asserted on four separate occasions
to this Committee in the hearing on 26 August that he regularly updated Minister
Neville about the events occurring on 27 March, without correction by the Minister
on the day he gave his evidence, suddenly decided to retract this evidence on 5
October.

FINDING 16: No explanation was provided to the Committee as to how Commissioner
Crisp had refreshed his memory to come to a new conclusion that he had not
briefed his Minister or what inquiries he had made or if anyone else had
contacted him about changing his evidence.
FINDING 17: No explanation was provided to the Committee as to why Minister Neville,
when appearing as a witness side by side with Commissioner Crisp, did not
deny his evidence to this Committee that he briefed her four times.
10.6

Given the complete absence of any explanation provided by Commissioner Crisp as
to how he arrived as his new recollection, we remain unpersuaded that his
‘corrections’ are true and accurate. Rather, we are inclined to consider that
Commissioner Crisp was directed to change his evidence, as opposed to him
initiating any change.

FINDING 18: Given the inconsistencies apparent in Commissioner Crisp’s evidence before
this Committee in relation to requests for ADF support and who he was
“regularly briefing”, we consider that Commissioner Crisp’s evidence should
be treated with significant caution and is not reliable.

Letter sent to the Committee from Commissioner Crisp dated 5 October 2020.
Transcript of day 23 hearing 23 September 2020 (Pakula, Neville, Peake), p. 1956, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/hearings-transcripts
67
68
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11. Lack of training and PPE for Private Security guards
11.1

Throughout the Committee’s hearings it became clear that private security guards
were completely ill-equipped and unprepared to meet the challenges they faced to
manage Hotel Quarantine and carry out infection control on Government work sites.

11.2

The private security guards were given next to no training in relation to infection
control and were provided with inadequate personal protective equipment (PPE) to
not only protect themselves but others who came into contact with them.
Incredibly, former Secretary of DHHS, Ms Peake, attempted to lay the blame for the
inadequate training and PPE at the feet of the private security companies. Ms Peake
maintained it was the responsibility of the private security contractors to provide the
guards with the relevant training and PPE, not DHHS as the control agency
responsible for Operation Soteria.69
Ms Peake and DHHS demonstrated a shameful abrogation of their duties to ensure
Victorians were protected from Coronavirus.

FINDING 19: Private security guards and security companies, who had no expertise or
training in infection control or maintaining quarantine requirements, nor would
have prerequisite expertise to procure or use PPE for infectious diseases,
were left to essentially ‘fend for themselves’ in the midst of a global pandemic.
FINDING 20: DHHS as the ‘control agency’ with primary responsibility for Hotel Quarantine
had a duty of care to ensure that both the private security workers and the
returning travellers were kept safe in Hotel Quarantine. Yet DHHS failed to
meet this responsibility and proved to be incapable of keeping Victorians safe.
FINDING 21: Without providing the private security guards with the appropriate infection
control training and PPE, the Andrews Labor Government actively allowed the
outbreak of the second wave to occur.
Nowhere has there been a more shameful dereliction of duty than the
Andrews Labor Government’s failure to keep workers on Government work
sites safe, and Victorians in the community safe. These fundamental errors
resulted in more than 800 Victorians losing their lives.
RECOMMENDATION 5:
In any future public health emergency including infectious disease pandemics, DHHS
as the control agency should ensure that all workers undertaking quarantine
management are provided with sufficient training and PPE. DHHS should undertake
constant supervision of workers to ensure the highest levels of quality and effective
quarantining is adequately maintained at all times.

Transcript of day 23 hearing 23 September 2020 (Pakula, Neville, Peake), p. 2020, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/hearings-transcripts
69
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12. WorkSafe Investigations
12.1

As a consequence of the many complaints and issues raised about the lack of
training and PPE provided to the private security guards and other staff who worked
in the Hotel Quarantine program, Victoria’s safety regulator, WorkSafe Victoria,
confirmed at the August hearings it had commenced 20 separate investigations in
connection with COVID-19. The investigations concerned whether duty holders had
failed to provide a safe workplace for their staff and workers during the pandemic.70

12.2

When pressed how many of these investigations related to the use of private security
guards in the Hotel Quarantine program, WorkSafe confirmed there were 8 different
worksites under investigation.
In answers provided to questions on notice, WorkSafe confirmed the worksites under
investigation, that related to breaches concerning the use and safety of private
security guards, were:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

12.3

Travelodge Melbourne
Travelodge Melbourne Southbank
Stamford Plaza
Rydges on Swanston
Park Royal Melbourne Airport
Holiday Inn Melbourne Airport
Holiday Inn Flinders Lane
Four Points Sheraton Docklands71

Further, under repeated questioning during the hearings, WorkSafe also confirmed
that three government departments were under investigation in relation to whether
they had failed in duties to provide safe workplaces during the COVID-19 pandemic.
The three government departments under investigation were DHHS, DJPR and
DELWP.72

12.4

At the December hearings, the Committee was told by WorkSafe that its investigation
in relation to Cedar Meats had been completed and no evidence of any breaches of
occupational health and safety had been found.73
It was also confirmed the number of active investigations had increased to 24, but
that one of those investigations involved multiple sites, employers and duty holders,
meaning that in actuality more than 24 entities were under investigation.74

Mr Colin Radford, WorkSafe Victoria, public hearing, 26 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 12.
Department of Justice and Community Services, response to questions on notice, August 2020, p. 2.
72
Mr Colin Radford, WorkSafe Victoria, public hearing, 26 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 21. See also
answer provided to question on notice above.
73
Mr Colin Radford, WorkSafe Victoria, public hearing, 15 December 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 11.
74
Mr Colin Radford, WorkSafe Victoria, public hearing, 15 December 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 12.
70
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12.5

WorkSafe advised its investigation into the Hotel Quarantine program included
multiple sites, multiple duty holders and whether adequate training in workplace
safety and appropriate PPE had been provided.75
It was also confirmed at the December hearings that DHHS and DJPR were still
under investigation in relation to alleged breaches of workplace safety in relation to
both private security guards and healthcare workers76, whilst the status of the
DELWP investigation was not discussed.
WorkSafe confirmed that, with the exception of industrial manslaughter, it had two
years to bring a prosecution of breaches of workplace safety.77 There is no time
limitation for the offence of industrial manslaughter.

FINDING 22: Departments central to the Government’s response to the COVID-19
pandemic are being investigated for potentially failing to take adequate
precautions and measures to ensure private security guards and healthcare
workers on Government work sites were protected from being infected with
COVID-19 and spreading it.
FINDING 23: DHHS, which was the control agency for Operation Soteria, and DJPR, which
engaged the private security contractors for this operation, are now subject to
investigations concerning whether adequate protections were put in place to
protect workers to whom they owed a duty of care from the harms of this
infectious disease whilst working on a fully funded Victorian Government
Program.
These investigations illustrate the extent to which the Andrews Labor
Government’s Hotel Quarantine program became such a public policy
calamity and a risk to public health and safety.

13. Potential exploitation of private security guards
13.1

Weeks into the Hotel Quarantine program reports began to emerge that the private
security firms, which had been engaged by the Andrews Labor Government to
undertake the Hotel Quarantine Program, were engaging guards through various
social media platforms, such as WhatsApp, to locate labour to work at the various
Hotels to carry out the Hotel Quarantine program.

13.2

Grave concerns began to be raised that security guards engaged on the Hotel
Quarantine program were being underpaid and exploited. There were also
allegations that some workers were engaging in ‘ghosting’ arrangements, whereby
some workers would perform shifts of other workers without disclosing their true
identity or simply submitted timesheets for work that was never performed.

Mr Colin Radford, WorkSafe Victoria, public hearing, 15 December 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 12 & 22.
Mr Colin Radford, WorkSafe Victoria, public hearing, 15 December 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 22.
77
Mr Colin Radford, WorkSafe Victoria, public hearing, 15 December 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 23.
75
76
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13.3

The response by the Andrews Labor Government has been utterly appalling in
relation to the potential exploitation of workers on the Hotel Quarantine program.
When asked by the Committee how many security guards had been engaged to work
in the Hotel Quarantine Program, DJPR said it did not know.78

13.4

When the Committee asked what DJPR had done in response to the numerous
claims that workers had been exploited on the Hotel Quarantine program, DJPR
advised that it was undertaking a forensic audit of the contracts with the private
security companies in order to investigate any alleged ‘misbehaviour’.79

FINDING 24: The Andrews Labor Government has potentially allowed vulnerable workers
to be ripped off and subjected to wage theft on a fully funded Victorian
Government program. Clearly there were no safeguards or oversight put in
place by DJRP to ensure the private security guards were receiving their
minimum legal entitlements. This was despite the Andrews Labor
Government’s full knowledge that the private security industry is notorious for
underpaying and exploiting workers in the industry.80
13.5

When asked at the December hearings to detail the findings of the forensic audit,
DJPR advised the audit had yet to be completed.81 To add insult injury to these
workers, more than six months after the audit was commissioned by DJPR, it was still
unable to say whether any security guards had been underpaid or how much money
in wages these workers were owed.

13.6

When asked why the audit had yet to be completed, DJPR astonishingly advised that
it was awaiting the outcome of the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry.82 The terms of reference
of the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry provided no scope for it to consider potential
underpayments of security guards. When this was put to DJPR, it advised the
Committee it has aligned itself with the completion of the Inquiry because of the
accusations made before it.83

13.7

This pathetic excuse has proven to be nothing but a cheap stunt to delay these
workers receiving their minimum entitlements.
The Final Report of the Coate Hotel Quarantine Inquiry said next to nothing about
workers being ripped off during the Hotel Quarantine program, which is unsurprising
given it had no scope to inquire into these matters in the first place. The only matter
of note the Inquiry did recognise was security guards, as a cohort, were vulnerable in
a range of different respects, including by virtue of the migrant backgrounds of
workers and the insecurity of ongoing work.84

Mr Simon Phemister, Secretary DJPR, public hearing, 12 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 22.
Mr Simon Phemister, Secretary DJPR, public hearing, 12 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 23.
80
Review of Victoria’s Private Security Industry - Issues paper for consultation Police Policy and Strategy, see
https://engage.vic.gov.au/private-security-review-2020
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Mr Simon Phemister, Secretary DJPR, public hearing, 3 December 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 21.
82
Mr Simon Phemister, Secretary DJPR, public hearing, 3 December 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 21.
83
Mr Simon Phemister, Secretary DJPR, public hearing, 3 December 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 22.
84
COVID-19 Hotel Quarantine Inquiry Final Report and Recommendations Volume 1, p. 199.
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13.8

It is truly staggering that on a fully funded State Government program that workers
still don’t know if they have been underpaid more than six months after they stopped
working. The way in which the Andrews Labor Government has treated these
workers is an utter disgrace.

13.9

It should be placed on the record that throughout the entirety of the Committee’s
hearings that not a single question was asked by any of the Labor Party members of
the Committee (who make up the majority of the Committee) in relation to whether
these workers had received their minimum wage entitlements. Clearly, the Labor
Party members of the Committee had no concern or interest in whether these
workers had been subjected to wage exploitation or whether they had received
wage justice for their work. As the Victorian Trades Hall Council observed in the
hearings, “these are Australian workers, we should look after them.”85

FINDING 25: There were no systems in place to ensure workers were not being exploited,
or that workers were not abusing the system by using fraudulent ‘ghosting’
arrangements. The Andrews Labor Government could not rule out that these
vulnerable workers on Government work sites were not underpaid or
exploited.
FINDING 26: A lack of workplace and management controls and potential ‘ghosting’
arrangements severely compromised infection control and the ability to
contact trace any virus outbreaks.
FINDING 27: We consider the Andrews Labor Government was completely negligent in
allowing a State Government funded program to be established without there
being any safeguards or protections to ensure that those who worked in the
program were paid their minimum legal entitlements. It is disgraceful that
vulnerable workers could be at risk of being exploited and underpaid on a
State Government funded program.
RECOMMENDATION 6:
We call on the Andrews Labor Government to immediately publicly release the
findings of DJPR’s audit and urgently take steps to ensure any outstanding wage
entitlements are immediately paid to the workers. Should there be evidence of
underpayment contraventions, we recommend all the allegations be referred to the
Fair Work Ombudsman for investigation.

14. Hotel Quarantine Program costs almost $200 million
14.1

85
86

The original budgeted cost of the Hotel Quarantine Program was set at $80 million. 86
This considerable amount of money was primarily provisioned for the cost of
accommodation in Hotels and the cost of engaging private security companies.

Mr Luke Hilakari, Secretary Trades Hall Council, public hearing, 13 May 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 3.
The Hon Martin Pakula MP, Minister for Jobs, public hearing, 12 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 3.
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14.2

It soon became apparent the Andrews Labor Government had blown its budget in the
very early stages of the program. Cabinet documents revealed in April the costs of
the program were likely to require another $150 million dollars.87

14.3

When asked by the Committee at the August hearings how much of taxpayers’
money had been spent on the Hotel Quarantine program, DJPR said it did not know
and attempted to assert that ‘commercial in confidence’ considerations in some way
prevented the disclosure of the expenditure of taxpayers’ money.88

14.4

In later evidence to the Committee, DJPR advised it was forecast to spend over a
staggering $60 million dollars of taxpayers’ money on the security companies
which had provided security guards in the Hotel Quarantine program.89

14.5

Of the $60 million spent on private security guards, one of the security companies,
which was not on a panel of approved government providers and did not
submit a tender, the Unified Security Group, is expected to be paid almost $45
million dollars alone.

14.6

The Department of Premier and Cabinet later disclosed the final cost of the chaotic
Hotel Quarantine program was likely to be $195 million dollars, more than double
the original budget.90 This is a staggering amount of taxpayers’ money spent on a
program that was only successful in spreading Coronavirus, not containing it.

14.7

In terms of the breakdown of this total cost, it was revealed that:
•
•
•

DJPR had spent a total of $133.4 million dollars;
DHHS had spent $51.3 million dollars; and
DJCS had spent $10.9 million dollars.

FINDING 28: Not only did the Hotel Quarantine program cost $195 million dollars, but it
utterly failed to achieve its intended purpose. Rather than protect Victorians
from the virus, it spread it throughout the Victorian community.
14.8

The Department of Justice and Community Safety (DJCS) took over management of
the Hotel Quarantine program via Corrections Victoria, when the Premier closed the
door to international arrivals on 2 July 2020. Concerns were raised publicly that staff
employed in the program as Resident Support Officers (RSO), such as airline cabin
crew staff, were being paid but not working, given no international travellers were
arriving in Victoria in this period. DJCS advised the Committee that 1040 RSOs were
employed by the Department through the period it controlled the program and up to
30 November 2020 when control was handed to the new Covid-19 Quarantine
Victoria agency. The Secretary of DJCS advised that when hotels were not
operational, 225 of these RSOs (only 21.6 per cent) were used in other roles, such as
doorknocking, as well as undertaking ‘refresher’ training.91

Exhibit HQI0219b_RP Annexures to witness statement of the Hon. Daniel Andrews MP, see
https://www.quarantineinquiry.vic.gov.au/exhibits
88
Mr Simon Phemister, Secretary DJPR, public hearing, 12 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 22.
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Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions, response to questions on notice, December 2020, p. 7.
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14.9

DJCS advised that the total expenditure for the RSOs and Team Leaders up to 30
November 2020 totalled $78.6 million.92

FINDING 29: DJCS paid Resident Support Officers and Team Leaders, such as airline
cabin crew, a staggering $78.6 million to do essentially nothing during the
period in which it had control of the Hotel Quarantine Program to quarantine
returned overseas travellers. During this period, no international travellers
returned directly to Victoria.
RECOMMENDATION 7:
Given the Hotel Quarantine program is likely to cost close to or over $200 million
dollars and failed to protect the Victorian community, the Minority considers that the
Victorian Auditor-General should undertake an urgent investigation into how
this program was costed and the process by which the security contractors
were engaged.
Given that over a quarter of the cost of this program was spent on private security
contractors, we consider there are too many questions that remain unanswered
about how this program could have cost so much, but miserably failed at what it was
intended to achieve.

15. COVID-19 Quarantine Victoria – another new agency
15.1

Our concerns about the continued waste of taxpayers’ money is only heightened in
relation to the Andrews Labor Government’s new bureaucracy, COVID-19
Quarantine Victoria, required because the former Hotel Quarantine Program had
failed and was irreparable.
During the December hearings, the Committee asked the Andrews Labor
Government how much had been budgeted for the new COVID-19 Quarantine
Victoria (CQV). The Committee asked the Premier, the Treasurer and the
Commissioner, Emma Cassar, individually to provide this information.
All of them refused to disclose how much CQV would cost Victorian taxpayers.

15.2

In an answer provided on notice by various top bureaucrats, the Committee has been
advised that a funding allocation for this program “is not yet available” and the
Government was “still finalising specific budget allocations”.93

15.3

Notwithstanding this, a “Strategic Communication Director” position has been
advertised with CQV at a salary up to $250,000. Clearly, getting the public
messaging right is a priority for the Government.

Department of Justice and Community Services, response to questions on notice, 21 January 2021, p. 2
Department of Treasury and Finance, response to questions on notice, 10 December 2020, p. 8., and
Department of Justice, response to questions on notice, 21 January 2021, p. 1
92
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15.4

It beggars belief that more than 2 months after COVID-19 Quarantine Victoria
commenced operation, there is still no specific budget allocation set aside for this
program. Victorian taxpayers deserve to know how much is estimated to be spent on
this program, especially in light of a) the massive costs squandered on the failed
former Hotel Quarantine Program, and b) the recent confusion about who was
‘picking up the bill’ for international superstar tennis players undertaking mandatory
quarantine for the Australian Open Tennis.94

FINDING 30: The Andrews Labor Government continues to refuse to be honest with
Victorians and tell them how much of their money is estimated to be spent on
this new program, and whether it will be efficiently spent or effective in
quarantining and containing the virus.
RECOMMENDATION 8:
The Andrews Labor Government must immediately disclose how much it estimates
the new CQV program will cost Victorian taxpayers.

16. Departments spend millions on legal costs to protect themselves
16.1

If the $195 million dollars wasted on the deeply flawed and failed Hotel Quarantine
program wasn’t bad enough, the legal costs spent by Departments and bureaucrats
who appeared before the Coate Hotel Quarantine Inquiry are outrageous.

16.2

The Andrews Labor Government and its bureaucrats demonstrated a
belligerent unwillingness to provide any details about how much of taxpayers’
money they were spending on legal costs to represent and protect themselves
at the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry.

16.3

After persistent questioning by non-government members, the Committee was told:
•
•
•

DHHS had spent $6.25 million dollars on legal costs;95
DPC had spent $1.01 million dollars on legal costs;96
DTF had spent $446,000 dollars on legal costs97

The Hotel Quarantine Inquiry became what can only be described as a lawyers’
picnic.
FINDING 31: To put these costs into some perspective, the entire cost of the Hotel
Quarantine Inquiry, which sifted through tens of thousands of pages of
documents, cost a total of $4.8 million dollars.98 Yet, DHHS spent $6.25
million, almost $1.5 million dollars more just to represent itself before the
same inquiry.
https://www.heraldsun.com.au/sport/tennis/victorian-government-tennis-australia-will-fully-fund-ausopen-hotel-quarantine/news-story/d223d2145ec1287305d668f7e5db73c2
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FINDING 32: The legal costs spent by Departments in relation to representation before the
Hotel Quarantine Inquiry are a scandalous waste of taxpayers’ money.

17. Premier, Mikakos, Pakula, DPJR, DJCS and DELWP refuse to disclose
legal costs
17.1

The costs referred to above do not reveal the full extent of taxpayers’ money spent
on lawyer fees for representation before the Inquiry.

17.2

Throughout its hearings, the Committee also sought details of the legal costs incurred
by DJPR to protect itself. In response to questions on notice from the August
hearings, DJPR told the Committee that it had engaged Corrs Chambers Westgarth
to represent it, but refused to disclose how much legal fees it had paid to its lawyers
because its contract with the law firm was “commercial in confidence”.99 This was
despite other Departments disclosing their legal costs, some down to the last cent.

FINDING 33: Expenditure on legal fees is not ‘commercial in confidence’, especially in
relation to costs associated with a public inquiry investigating why just over
800 Victorians lost their lives.
17.3

When the Committee again sought details of DJPR’s legal expenditure on the Hotel
Quarantine Inquiry at the December hearings, DJPR again refused to disclose its
legal costs. In evidence provided to the Committee on notice, DJPR advised ‘no
payments have yet been made for DJPR’s legal representation at the inquiry’.100

17.4

This response is incredible. Is DJPR seriously suggesting that none of the external
lawyers or Barristers that were engaged to represent it at the Hotel Quarantine
Inquiry have been paid? There is no indication these lawyers offered their services
for free. When the Secretary of DJPR, Mr Simon Phemister, appeared before the
Hotel Quarantine Inquiry, he was represented by Queen’s Counsel and two junior
barristers. Fees for this level of legal representation do not come cheap. The
barristers and solicitors engaged by DJPR to represent it must have been paid by
someone. Other departments, such as DHHS, have disclosed their costs. There is no
reason why DJPR should be any different.

17.5

The Committee had also requested details of the legal costs incurred by Premier
Daniel Andrews related to the Inquiry. However, the Committee was told that the
Premier was separately represented and DPC “had not provided any funding to
support the Premier’s representation.”101 The question remains, how much were
the Premier’s legal costs and who paid them? It is completely inappropriate for
the Premier to refuse to provide this information to the Committee. The Premier was
represented by Queen’s Counsel and two junior barristers. The Premier was also
likely represented by a firm of solicitors. Given the level of legal representation the
Premier had, his legal costs are likely to be substantial. There is no suggestion that
taxpayers’ money was not used to fund the Premier’s legal expenses. In those
circumstances, Victorians have a right to know how much the Premier spent of their
money to protect himself before the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry.

Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions, response to questions on notice, August 2020, p. 1.
Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions, response to questions on notice, 15 December 2020, p. 5.
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17.6

In not a dissimilar situation to the Premier, DHHS and DJPR both advised they did
not have access to the legal costs paid for former Minister Mikakos’ and Minister
Pakula’s legal representation at the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry.102 Both Ms Mikakos
and Minister Pakula were represented by Queen’s Counsel and two junior barristers
and, presumably, a firm of solicitors. Given standard government practice and any
evidence to the contrary, the fees for this legal representation must have been paid
by taxpayers. It is incumbent on either Minister Pakula and the Andrews Labor
Government to disclose how much of taxpayers’ money was actually spent, and
whether taxpayer funded legal representation continued for Ms Mikakos after her
resignation from the Parliament.

17.7

At the December hearings, DELWP was requested to provide details of its legal costs
spent on the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry. DELWP advised it would take the question on
notice.103 As at the date of this report, DELWP has disgracefully failed to respond to
the Committee’s request and has provided no information in relation to the legal costs
it incurred.

FINDING 34: We consider the refusal by Premier, Ms Mikakos, Minister Pakula, DJPR and
DELWP to disclose their legal costs to reflect an appalling and contemptuous
disregard to the Parliament and Victorian taxpayers.
RECOMMENDATION 9:
The Premier, Ms Mikakos, Minister Pakula, DJPR, DJCS and DELWP should publicly
disclose their full taxpayer-funded legal costs related to the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry
immediately.

Conclusion
The Hotel Quarantine Program designed and implemented by the Andrews Labor
Government is nothing short of the most catastrophic failure in Government policy in this
nation’s history. The fact that more than 800 Victorians lost their lives as a result of the
Andrews Labor Government’s appalling failures in operating this program underscores how
tragic and devastating this program was.
Former United States President Thomas Jefferson observed, “the chief purpose of
government is to protect life”. By any measure, the Andrews Labor Government failed in its
duty to protect the lives of more than 800 Victorians.

Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions, response to questions on notice, 15 December 2020, p. 5 and
Department of Health and Human Services, response to questions on notice, 10 December 2020, p. 4.
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CHAPTER 2 – HEALTH RESPONSE
1. Contact Tracing
Contact tracing has been a key to Australia’s overall success of managing the COVID-19
pandemic. All evidence presented to the Committee about contact tracing referred to the
importance of rapid contact tracing and identified a 48-hour turnaround as being required to
ensure the reproduction rate of the virus remained below one. The stark difference between
Victoria’s case results to 31 December and that of all other States and Territories in Australia
is important to note; the Andrews Labor Government was unable to explain to the Committee
why Victoria fared so much worse.
1.1

Victoria’s total cases and death toll as compared to the rest of Australia as reported
by the Australian Government’s Department of Health to 31 December 2020 was
20,368 cases (72 per cent), with a cost of 820 lives (90 per cent). The total for all
other States combined was 8040 cases, with a cost of 89 lives. Refer to Figure 1.

Figure 1. All cases, deaths and active cases across Australia by State as at 31 December 2020.
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1.2

The Andrews Labor Government was not able to provide any data for contact tracing
prior to 15 August 2020, which prevented the Committee from understanding how
Victoria’s Department of Health and Human Services managed both the first and
second waves of Coronavirus in Victoria.

1.3

During questions to former Health Minister Mikakos and the Chief Health Officer,
Professor Sutton, in the August hearings, former Minister Mikakos claimed to have
had a significant contact tracing workforce.
Mr O’BRIEN: … given we were down to zero cases on some days in early June and
certainly down in single digits and low teens, how is it that the contact tracing, if it had
enough people involved actually allowed the outbreak to get out of control?
Ms MIKAKOS: Firstly, I have found that we had 1891 staff in June in the contact
tracing team. As I said we had a massive scaling up… 105

Figure 2 shows Victoria’s COVID-19 cases relative to the rest of Australia on 10 June 2020,
when the Andrews Labor Government claimed to have 1891 contact tracers. At that time
deaths and cases were significantly less than New South Wales (NSW).
Figure 2. All cases, deaths and active cases across Australia by State as at 10 June 2020.
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1.4

Under further questioning by Ms Vallence, the Chief Health Officer was asked to
provide on notice how many contact tracing staff were full time and part time, and
also requested a breakdown from which departments or agencies they were sourced,
including how many had been sourced from the ADF.107 In supplementary evidence
not received until 30 November 2020 DHHS advised that as at 10 August 2020 there
were 2600 people in the contact tracing team. Of that total, 27 per cent of the contact
tracing team were made up of Victorian Public Sector staff. No information was
provided as to where these staff were sourced from within the public sector. Only 12
per cent of the contact tracing team had a background in health. Commonwealth staff
including ADF personnel made up 17 per cent of the workforce.108 Contrary to the
Committee’s request, DHHS did not advise how many of the contact tracing team
were full or part time.

1.5

Two months after the Health Minister claimed a significant workforce was available
for contact tracing and following an almost tenfold increase in cases from around
1500 in early June to 15,000 in early August (Figure 3), Victoria only increased its
contact tracing workforce by around 30 per cent.

Figure 3. All cases, deaths and active cases across Australia by State as at 10 August 2020.
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1.6

In seeking to explain this performance difference, leading infectious disease expert
Professor Raina MacIntyre from the Kirby Institute told the ABC Online on 8
September 2020:
"When it comes to public health infrastructure and resources per head of population,
Victoria is much worse off than any other state in Australia," she said.
"Victoria is just a shell of a system, it's just been decimated, and that's fine in the
good times, you can get by on a minimal model, but when there's a pandemic all
those weaknesses are exposed.110

1.7

In the same analysis of Victoria and NSW, the NSW Chief Health Officer revealed
that the state of NSW was operating with only 15 per cent of the contact tracing team
that the Victorian Government claimed to be utilising at a time when the case
numbers in Victoria were much lower:
NSW Chief Health Officer Kerry Chant has long credited the state's contact tracing
team with keeping a lid on widespread community transmission.
The team of more than 300 people make over 2,000 calls a day to determine an
infected person's hourly movements and who they potentially exposed.
Epidemiologist Catherine Bennett from Deakin University, who has previously
conducted disease outbreak work in NSW, said it was a clear case of resourcing leads
to responsiveness.
She also said NSW's decentralised health system of 15 local districts paved the way
for better management of the virus in every pocket of Sydney and wider NSW.
"It means when you're working in your own area, you know the people, you know the
situation … you can you use local intel and local relationships to get results."111

1.8

The views of Professor Catherine Bennett, Chair in Epidemiology at Deakin
University, were confirmed in the December hearings when a leaked Emergency
Management Victoria, Assurance and Learning Report112 into what was Australia’s
largest per capita outbreak in the township of Colac, Victoria, confirmed the need for
timely local intelligence and communications in order to rapidly contact trace and
bring an outbreak under control. The report in part found:
•

Establishing strong community and business/industry relationships prior to an
incident means that action plans can be easily implemented as required and
points of contact are already known;

•

Locally targeted communications campaigns that utilise well respected
community members, can often gain more traction and result in higher
engagement/compliance than those led by State;

ABC on line- Posted Tue 8 September 2020 at 5:12am
ABC on Line- Posted Tue 8 September 2020 at 5:12am
112
EMV- Assurance and Learning Report, The Colac Response – COVID-19 Outbreaks July – August 2020.
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•

Utilise existing communications systems and staff contact lists that
businesses and industry already have in place, rather than try to duplicate it.
This will save a lot of time and effort…; and

•

At times, it felt like the State was working in a silo, when it would have been
more effective to work together on responses and key messaging.

FINDING 35: The Victorian Government was unable to provide contact tracing details for
what has been known as the first and second wave outbreaks of Coronavirus.
FINDING 36: The State was not prepared to reveal its effective full time contact tracing
workforce during Victoria’s two outbreaks. The minority was not convinced the
total number of 1891 people the Health Minister claimed to have working in
contact tracing at the start of June was accurate.
FINDING 37: Compared to NSW, Victoria claimed to have a much larger contact tracing
work force but was unable to keep its very low community transmission
numbers recorded in early June 2020 under control.
FINDING 38: There was no evidence presented to the Committee that world best practice
of a 48-hour turnaround in contact tracing was achieved during Victoria’s two
significant outbreaks.
FINDING 39: The largest per capita outbreak recorded in Australia, centred on Colac in
Victoria, was rapidly bought under control with active community involvement
and local intelligence. This result supports the approach of the NSW
Governments decentralised contact tracing method that has proved vastly
more successful than the Victorian Government’s highly centralised DHHS
model.
FINDING 40: Compared to other states in Australia, Victoria’s poor funding over time and
lack of modern technology significantly hampered the speed of contact
tracing. The Department of Health was not able to confirm when it began to
use state of the art contact tracing software.
FINDING 41: Highly centralised control of information through DHHS, and the inability to
liaise with affected communities, businesses, schools and other agencies
significantly slowed the ability for contact tracers to contact potential close
contacts.
RECOMMENDATION 10:
The Victorian Government must publish data on its contact tracing performance prior
to 10 August 2020 in order for Victorians to better understand what went wrong with
the Victorian operating model.

40

RECOMMENDATION 11:
DHHS must formulate new protocols that allow faster identification of potential close
contacts, and more rapid sharing of details with local authorities, businesses and
medical professionals.
RECOMMENDATION 12:
DHHS should plan to decentralise contact tracing during a pandemic, by
appointing local co-ordinators and control centres.

2. False sense of security: 4000 ICU Beds promised but never delivered
2.1

On 2 April 2020, former Heath Minister, Ms Mikakos, made the following
announcement:
Victoria’s health system will receive a massive $1.3 billion injection to quickly
establish an extra 4,000 ICU beds and purchase millions more masks, gloves and
gowns to meet the expected surge in cases during the peak of the pandemic .113

2.2

On 11 August 2020, when Victoria was in the middle of the second wave outbreak,
under stage 4 restrictions, under a curfew and had 7,880 active COVID-19 cases, Ms
Mikakos was asked questions about hospital preparedness and how the promised
$1.9 billion in funding had been spent. Ms Mikakos responded by advising:
… at the start of the pandemic, we had about 450 ICU beds. We now have 1,550 ICU
and critical care spaces available.114

2.3

This was almost 2,500 beds below what the Andrews Labor Government had
previously promised. However, this figure was later directly contradicted by evidence
of DHHS officials in the hearings. When further questions were put to DHHS about
the number of ICU beds currently available, the DHHS official advised:
Today there are 426 ICU beds staffed and open. There are up to 515 possible on
a usual day and could be opened.115

2.4

This revelation was astonishing. Not only did the DHHS official expose that Ms
Mikakos had clearly mislead both the Committee, the Parliament and Victorians
about how many ICU beds were actually available, but that ICU bed numbers were
appallingly low based on the threat the virus posed as described by Premier Daniel
Andrews.

The Hon Jenny Mikakos, Healthcare System to Work as One during pandemic, media release, 2 April 2020
The Hon Ms Mikakos, Minister for Health, public hearing, 11 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 18.
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2.5

According to Ms Mikakos, Victoria had 450 ICU beds at the start of the pandemic.
Yet, DHSS advised that on 11 August, at the height of the second wave outbreak,
Victoria had less with only 426 ICU beds available.
Even with the supposed $1.9 billion in additional funding, the Andrews Labor
Government could only manage to have a maximum of 515 ICU beds available on
any one day. This was almost 3,500 beds less than what the Andrews Labor
Government had promised Victorians in April 2020, well before the second wave
outbreak.
It’s extraordinary that, at the peak of the second wave of Coronavirus, the Andrews
Labor Government had done nothing to mobilise additional ICU bed capacity.

2.6

In further confusing evidence provided to the Committee in the December hearings,
the Department of Treasury and Finance maintained there were more than 1,500
ICU beds available in Victoria. This evidence again conflicts with the evidence
previously provided by DHHS. The clear fact remains that Victoria never received the
4000 ICU beds the Andrews Labor Government promised at a cost of $1.9 billion.

FINDING 42: Ms Mikakos misled the Committee about the number of ICU beds that were
available for Victorians.
FINDING 43: The Andrews Labor Government failed to adequately prepare for the potential
increase in COVID-19 infections and failed to deliver the 4000 ICU beds it
had promised to Victorians to prepare for the potential increase in COVID-19
infections.

3. Misleading evidence on Healthcare Workers being infected at work
3.1

During the Committee hearings held in August, questions were asked about the
quality and standard of the PPE healthcare workers were receiving in hospitals in
light of the alarming rates at which frontline healthcare workers were contracting
COVID-19.

3.2

Ms Mikakos gave evidence as follows:
… roughly about 10 to 15 per cent of those cases are believed to have been
acquired in the workplace. We have got, as you know, very extensive community
transmission at the moment. It is possible that people are bringing the virus into
a workplace setting and then colleagues are infecting other colleagues,
perhaps in a tearoom-type environment where people might take their mask off
and be, I guess, in a more relaxed frame.116

116

The Hon Ms Mikakos, Minister for Health, public hearing, 11 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 22.

42

3.3

Professor Wallace, then CEO of Safer Care Victoria and now Secretary of DHHS,
gave similar evidence, stating:
… currently it would appear that about 10 per cent of healthcare workers acquire
their infection in the workplace and majority acquire their infection out in the
community or elsewhere or at least not in relation to patient-to-healthcare worker
transmission.117

3.4

At the time this evidence was given there were just over 1,000 healthcare workers
who had been furloughed because they had either been infected with COVID-19 or
were considered a close contact. This was an extraordinarily high representative
figure of a particular workforce that was having daily contact with COVID-19 cases.
Yet, the Andrews Labor Government astonishingly maintained the alarmingly high
infection rates were by virtue of general community transmission.

3.5

It was also quite appalling that both Ms Mikakos and Professor Wallace attempted to
lay all the blame for the high infection levels at the healthcare workers themselves.
There was absolutely no evidence to back up these assertions that healthcare
workers were being irresponsible by ‘taking their masks off in the tearoom’ and then
infecting others.

3.6

The Premier also maintained the position. The day after Ms Mikakos gave her
evidence to the Committee, the Premier said at a media conference:
… the majority of healthcare workers are acquiring coronavirus outside the
workplace. I’m not making any judgments about that, that is what the data is
telling us.118

3.7

The statements made by both Premier Daniel Andrews and Ms Mikakos sounded
highly fanciful. In only a matter of weeks after making these statements the “data”,
referred to by the Premier, proved the exact opposite.

3.8

On 25 August 2020, only two weeks after both the Premier and Ms Mikakos
maintained healthcare workers were contracting COVID-19 out in the community, not
in their workplaces, Victoria’s Chief Medical Officer announced that 70 to 80 per cent
of health care workers infected with COVID-19 during the second wave outbreak in
fact contracted the virus at work.119

3.9

On the day this situation was revealed, a total of 2,692 healthcare workers had
contracted COVID-19. In hospitals, 70 per cent of infections were among nurses. In
the month of August alone, 33 healthcare workers were testing positive to COVID-19
per day.

Professor Wallace, CEO, Safer Care Victoria, public hearing, 11 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 22.
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3.10

The revelation that healthcare workers were contracting COVID-19 at such an
alarming rate meant there were significant deficiencies and gaps in relation to
healthcare workers receiving adequate PPE and infection control support.
Before this data had been revealed, the Australian Medical Association (AMA) in its
submissions to the Committee had made known its deep concerns about the
inadequate protection for our healthcare workers. The AMA wrote:
AMA Victoria made known our concerns at that time about a lack of personal
protective equipment (PPE) for frontline health workers and a continuing issue
with fair distribution across the state. This has been one of the most important
issues for our members and a significant source of stress for them.120

3.11

Our courageous healthcare workers were Victoria’s frontline defence against
Coronavirus. Yet, the data revealed they were let down by the Andrews Labor
Government. To have up to 80 per cent of healthcare workers being infected at their
workplace demonstrates the lack of protection our healthcare workers were left to
suffer.
It is extraordinary that neither Premier Daniel Andrews or former Health Minister
Mikakos could not have had any insight into this debacle, especially given the huge
surge in infections occurring amongst healthcare workers at the very time they were
being questioned by the Committee. The Premier and Ms Mikakos showed no
appreciation of the crisis that was unfolding.

3.12

When the Premier was asked in the December hearings as to how he could
have got the ‘data’ so wrong, the Premier attempted to reconstruct his
previous statements.
The Premier suggested his previous statements were based on data from the first
wave, not the second wave121 of Coronavirus. The Premier’s evidence was
completely disingenuous. To suggest that when he was asked questions about the
infection rates of healthcare workers in the second wave outbreak that, in response,
the answers he provided were based on data obtained in the first wave is absurd.
If the Premier is to be believed, then clearly his previous statements about healthcare
workers was based on data that was clearly out of date and not reliable. If that was
the case, why did the Premier continue to rely on this data when answering
questions about infection rates in the second wave?
Clearly the Premier was more concerned about protecting his image, than the
lives of the healthcare workers that bravely put their lives on the line to help
people in our community infected with the disease.
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FINDING 44: The Andrews Labor Government failed to provide sufficient protection to
Victorian healthcare workers. Healthcare workers were left exposed and
unprotected from Coronavirus. The fact that 80 per cent of healthcare workers
contracted COVID-19 in the workplace, when the Government had previously
tried to claim this was as low as 10 to 15 per cent, proved that the Andrews
Labor Government’s infection controls and provision of PPE to the healthcare
workforce, who needed it the most, was utterly deficient.
FINDING 45: The Andrews Labor Government gave false and misleading evidence to the
Committee about how and where healthcare workers were contracting
COVID-19. No plausible explanation has been provided as to how the
Andrews Labor Government got this data so wrong.

4. 8:00pm Curfew: The Premier’s call, not based on public health advice
4.1

On 2 August 2020, as a result of escalating COVID-19 infection rates throughout the
Victorian community, the Premier declared a State of Disaster. As one of his first acts
under his newly granted State of Disaster powers, the Premier imposed a curfew on
Metropolitan Melbourne, the first time ever in Victoria’s history.

4.2

The curfew which was imposed on Victorians who lived in metropolitan Melbourne,
which included people who lived in the Mornington Peninsula and Yarra Valley
regions, were unable to leave their homes from 8.00pm at night until 5.00am in the
morning each day. It was a severe restriction which significantly eroded the rights of
Victorians to free movement.122

4.3

Throughout the pandemic, the Premier insisted that all Government decisions were
made on the basis of public health advice. In evidence to the Committee the Premier
said:
So we had different settings, both in metropolitan Melbourne and regional Victoria, at
different points. They were always based on the science of this, so the most
complete epidemiological picture in metropolitan Melbourne and regional Victoria…
But each and every one of the decisions and settings has been based in
science, in public health advice and in data and making sure that we are being
driven by the experts.123

4.4

The Premier’s evidence proved to be false. In a court case which sought to
challenge the legality of the curfew imposed by the Premier, it became clear the
curfew had not been based on public health advice at all. The Supreme Court
referred to comments made by the CHO, Professor Sutton, in which he stated:
… while the curfew is not inconsistent with public health advice, it was not the
subject of his advice prior to its implementation.124

Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006, s 12
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4.5

The Supreme Court also referred to comments made by the Premier at a press
conference on 12 September 2020, in which he said the curfew was:
Not a matter of public health advice. It’s a law enforcement issue. It’s about
giving police the easiest set of rules to enforce and not have to waste their precious
time dealing with things that shouldn’t be happening and can easily be prevented by
putting a curfew in.125

4.6

Curiously, and perhaps very conveniently, the curfew was withdrawn by the Andrews
Labor Government the day before the legal challenge commenced its hearing,
almost two months after it was imposed.

FINDING 46: The Premier was not telling Victorians the truth when he said ‘each and every
one’ of his government’s decisions during the pandemic were based on public
health advice. By the Premier’s own admission, the decision to impose a
curfew was ‘not a matter of public health advice’. The curfew was an extreme
response which severely curtailed the freedoms of Victorians and their right to
free movement.
4.7

The majority report strangely seeks to justify the imposition of the curfew by virtue of
the fact that 71 other countries imposed curfews in their jurisdictions during the
pandemic126. The majority suggest these curfews were imposed to ‘minimise
community transmission’. Accepting for the moment that may be so, it has no
correlation to why the Premier imposed the curfew in Victoria.
The Premier himself said the curfew was a ‘law enforcement issue’ to make the jobs
of Police officers easier, not for public health reasons. The reference to other
international jurisdictions imposing curfews does nothing to assist the Committee is
evaluating the Andrews Labor Government’s response, which is what this Committee
has been asked to do.

4.8

To attempt to compare the experiences of international jurisdictions is completely
flawed. Firstly, the Committee did not receive any evidence from any other foreign
power about their COVID-19 experience and response, and secondly, to compare
Victoria to another foreign nation makes no rational sense.
If there are to be comparisons made, they should be made on a State by State basis
where there are so many more commonalities in terms of the health and living
standards of populations, the role and systems of government, climate and
community expectations. The fact that no other State in Australia, except Victoria,
had to impose a curfew on its citizens in order to stop the spread of Coronavirus
demonstrates just how hopeless Victoria’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic
became.
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4.9

The countries that the majority seek to compare Victoria to include Algeria, Burkina
Faso, Chad, Haiti, Iran, Iraq, Sudan and South Sudan. None of these countries are
known for their strong parliamentary democracies or commitment to human rights
and human health, and in no way compare to the Victorian jurisdiction. Curfews in
these countries are not uncommon occurrences.127

FINDING 47: Comparing Victoria’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic with the
implementation of a harsh curfew with international jurisdictions (where
curfews in these countries are not uncommon occurrences) is inherently
wrong.
The only comparison that should be made is comparing Victoria’s response to
other Australian States. By any measure, Victoria’s response to the pandemic,
including the imposition of an 8:00pm to 5:00am curfew, compared to all the
other States and Territories in Australia, is by far the worst.

Some cities in South Sudan have been under a curfew since statehood in 2011, see
https://www.cmi.no/news/1848-living-under-a-curfew-life-on-the-sudanese-border.
127
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CHAPTER 3 – HUMAN RIGHTS
1.1

As per finding 7 in Chapter 10 of the majority report, the Victorian Government did
not suspend the Victorian Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities during the
pandemic. Under the principles of the Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008, there
are requirements that public health orders:
“(a) should be proportionate to the public health risk sought to be prevented,
minimised or controlled; and
(b) should not be made or taken in an arbitrary manner.”128

1.2

Also, regarding the restrictiveness of public health orders, the Act states:
“If in giving effect to this Division alternative measures are available which are equally
effective in minimising the risk that a person poses to public health, the measure
which is the least restrictive of the rights of the person should be chosen”

1.3

However, the underlying evidence related to public health orders – and therefore the
evidence of whether the measure is proportionate and effective or not – has not been
made available. Similarly, assessments of orders against the Victorian Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities have also not been published.
This leads to a situation where no one outside of the public health team can satisfy
themselves that the directions are proportionate and the least restrictive of human
rights. This was explored by the Committee with the Chief Health Officer, Professor
Brett Sutton, during the hearing on 4 December 2020:
“Mr LIMBRICK: Thank you, Professor Sutton. The evidence for these directions and
the human rights charter assessments—I believe that they are done for all these, but
they have not been published. I spoke to the Premier about this last week. There has
been a summary of advice in the statement of emergency extensions, which I
provided my feedback on, and it was not particularly flattering. But these
assessments are not public, so the public does not get to see these charter
assessments. Are they sent to the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights
Commission? Have they seen the evidence and the charter assessments? Is that
something that they review?
Prof. SUTTON: Not that I am aware of, but those assessments are made for each
and every direction and each iteration of every direction that is made. They must be
considered by me, and the legal team provide that with any highlights of things that
are of concern or need to be emphasised in terms of the difficult balancing of rights
and liberties.”129

1.4

On 15 December 2020, this issue was also brought up during the hearing with the
former Attorney General, the Hon Jill Hennessy MP, and Secretary of the Department
of Justice and Community Safety, Ms Rebecca Falkingham:
“Mr LIMBRICK: Okay. Thank you. Yes, I understand that the CHO in this case is
taking the responsibility. Can I just confirm, then: are you aware of the ability of
anyone external to the public health team to independently make an assessment of
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these directions and their impacts on human rights and the proportionality, other than
going through a Supreme Court challenge? Is there anyone that can do that?
Ms FALKINGHAM: No, it is through the courts, Mr Limbrick.”130

1.5

The result is that the only way the public can be assured that the directions are
proportionate and the least restrictive of rights (and therefore, legal) is through a
court challenge.

1.6

However, in one of the few instances where the human rights impact of these orders
has been closely scrutinised, the Victorian Ombudsman, Ms Deborah Glass OBE, in
her report into the public housing towers lockdown in July 2020 stated in the
executive summary under the section “Compatibility with Human Rights”:
“While the temporary detention of residents at 33 Alfred Street may have been an
appropriate measure to contain the outbreak of COVID-19 sweeping the building, the
imposition of such restrictions with more or less immediate effect – absent further
preparation, and without specific health advice recommending such an approach –
did not appear justified and reasonable in the circumstances, nor compatible with the
right to humane treatment when deprived of liberty.”131

This statement also highlights the fact that the effectiveness of an order does not
necessarily mean that the measure is proportionate or the least restrictive of rights.
The Victorian Ombudsman also discovered that human rights assessments are not
necessarily something that is even documented and could simply be a “mental
process”132 and that DHHS “did not meaningfully consider whether other less
restrictive measures were available in the circumstances…”.
1.7

It is unknown whether this lack of consideration for measures that were less
restrictive of rights is limited to just the public housing tower lockdown or is a
systemic problem with the public health orders issued throughout the State of
Emergency.

1.8

In the Loielo v Giles case, Supreme Court Justice Ginnane found that although there
had been appropriate consideration of human rights and the restrictions, on the
balance of evidence provided, were proportionate to the public health risk.
However, he was critical of the transparency of decision making and accountability of
decisions:
“There was evidence of uncertainty of who had decided to introduce the Curfew in the
first instance in August and on what basis it had been decided to introduce it. This
uncertainty was despite the empowering legislation requiring that regard be had in its
administration to the principle of accountability and that persons engaged in the

Ms Rebecca Falkingham, Secretary DJCS, public hearing, 15 December 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 10
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administration of the legislation should as far as was practicable ensure that
decisions are transparent, systematic and appropriate.”133
and
“…the Department’s organisational structure was unclear from the evidence and a
chart could not be provided showing the departmental line of command of persons
with responsibilities to make directions.”

FINDING 48: There is insufficient publicly available information to independently determine
whether public health orders are proportionate and the least restrictive of
human rights, as required by the Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008.
1.9

As covered in the majority report, there were differing responses by police to protests
at different periods throughout 2020. This highlights the fact that although public
health orders may consider human rights such as the right to peaceful assembly, the
actual limitations on those rights happens at the enforcement stage, primarily through
Victoria Police. This may result in other rights being limited in ways not envisaged by
the public health team. On 4th December 2020 when asked about whether more
rights were being restricted than envisaged when the orders were being created,
Professor Brett Sutton told the Committee:
“Prof. SUTTON: I would say that it is true of any law that has a potential police
response. Any law could have the potential for police requiring enforcement that, as
you rightly point out, infringes people in other ways in order to enforce that law. It is a
matter for Victoria Police to manage that in a way that they see as the most
appropriate and proportionate, and should be cognisant of the rights of individuals
under law.”134

1.10

Both Liberty Victoria and the Castan Centre for Human Rights Law highlighted in
their submissions that activists involved in an April 10 car convoy organised to
highlight the plight of refugees in detention were fined or arrested. This was despite
the organisers and participants making every conceivable effort to comply with the
Public Health Directions while still exercising their right to protest.135

1.11

In considering this example the Castan Centre submission states:
“We acknowledge that in some cases, the health evidence may indicate that large
physical protests cannot take place (for example, where a State of Disaster has been
announced and Stage 4 restrictions are in place). However, where the health
evidence allows gatherings of groups (as was the case under Stage 2), we would
argue that the right to protest should be considered an essential activity and a
permitted gathering.
Against this background, we would question whether the appropriate balance has
been struck between human rights and public health interests in some cases.” 136
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FINDING 49: Rights considered when making public health orders do not necessarily
reflect the actual limitations of rights when the orders are enforced.
RECOMMENDATION 13:
The Government should provide clear guidance as to how the right to protest may be
lawfully exercised in Victoria and ensure that any future Public Health Directions
allow for protest as a legitimate reason for leaving home.
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CHAPTER 4 – PUBLIC HOUSING TOWERS LOCKDOWN INHUMANE
Ms Vallence:

… when did you first find out about the lockdown in the towers?

Ms Abdikadir:

Actually I think one of the management actually heard it from somebody who
gave him a call – I do not know exactly. They told him, ‘Hey, have you
watched the news? There’s a lockdown happening, and your
community needs your support right now’… It was really shocking.137

At 4.00pm on Saturday, 4 July 2020, without any prior warning or explanation, nearly 3,000
Victorians who lived in public housing towers located in Melbourne’s inner-city suburbs of
Flemington, North Melbourne and Kensington essentially found themselves under house
arrest.138
At a press conference held at 4.08pm, the Premier announced that residents who lived in the
nine public housing towers would be “locked down for at least five days” and the
“hard lockdown” was “effective from right now”.
The pace and harshness of these lockdowns was unprecedented. Police arrived at the
towers within an hour of the Premier’s announcement to immediately lockdown the towers,
erect ‘cyclone’ security fencing and prevent any of the residents from leaving.

1. Decision to immediately lockdown public housing towers
1.1

The Minister for Police, the Hon Lisa Neville MP, gave evidence that ‘Operation
Benessere’ was developed to manage the lock down of the nine public housing
towers. The Minister advised the Committee the lockdowns were required because:
We were provided with advice from the Chief Health Officer and the public health
team that there was a significant spread in those towers and a significant risk of that
spreading very quickly in those towers. Given the nature of the towers around a lot of
the spaces from lifts to laundries and often very cramped conditions for many
families, we needed to do that, and we had a risk of it spreading more broadly in the
community.139

1.2

The Minister later advised that on 4 July 2020, the Chief Health Officer made a
recommendation to the Crisis Council of Cabinet (CCC) and the CCC made a
decision that the towers needed to be locked down and were required “to be locked
down from the time [the decision was] announced.”140
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1.3

However, information obtained by the Victorian Ombudsman, Ms Deborah Glass
OBE, strongly suggests the decision made by the Andrews Labor Government to
lock down the towers did not accord with the recommendation made by the Deputy
Chief Health Officer (CHO).

1.4

During the morning of 4 July 2020, a number of public health officials, including the
Deputy CHO, were discussing data that revealed a significant rise in COVID-19
cases associated with public housing estates in Flemington and connections with an
outbreak in the public housing towers. During these meetings a range of options
were considered in order to contain and stop the outbreak growing. This included
adding North Melbourne and Flemington to the current restricted post code list and
putting additional quarantine measures in place.141

1.5

At 11.00am, an inter-agency meeting was attended by various officials including the
Deputy CHO, Secretary of DHHS, State Controller Health and the Emergency
Management Commissioner. It was envisaged a ‘testing sweep’ would be undertaken
of residents in the towers, with residents being required to quarantine at home for 5
days while analysis of the testing was undertaken.
The Deputy CHO stated there had not been a specific discussion about the use of
emergency detention powers for this operation at the meeting. A recommendation
was then developed by DHHS following the meeting to put these arrangements in
place, commencing midnight the following day, 5 July 2020.142

1.6

A meeting of the CCC was convened at 1.45pm. At around 1 or 2pm, the Deputy
CHO said she became aware a decision had been made to bring the operation
forward to commence that day, on 4 July 2020.
The Deputy CHO confirmed the decision had not been discussed with her and
she had not provided any advice that the intervention needed to occur
instantaneously.
The Deputy CHO said, “I didn’t have the whole story and I still don’t necessarily know
what information was put forward pertaining to that decision”.143

1.7

Proposed lockdown directions were later emailed to the Deputy CHO for her approval
at 3.46pm, while she was traveling by car to attend the Premier’s press conference,
scheduled for 4.00pm. The proposed directions provided that residents of the towers
were to be detained in their homes for 14 days, effective from 3.30pm, 4 July 2020.
The Deputy CHO reviewed the proposed directions on her mobile phone. The Deputy
CHO then signed the directions upon her arrival at the Office of the Premier, just prior
to joining the Premier’s press conference.144
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FINDING 50: The decision to lockdown the public housing towers without warning and with
immediate effect on 4 July 2020 was not made on the basis of public health
advice.
Clearly, the Andrews Labor Government had ignored health advice
concerning home quarantining arrangements and did not consult the Deputy
Chief Health Officer about implementing mandatory detention of residents on
an immediate basis.
No explanation has been provided why the Andrews Labor Government failed
to follow the health advice of the Deputy CHO.

2. Impact of mandatory detention of public housing residents
2.1

So hasty was the decision made by the Andrews Labor Government to detain people
in the towers that people who were not even residents of the towers, but who were
visiting family or friends, found themselves locked down in the towers as well and
were prevented from leaving to return to their own homes.145 These visitors were
forced, through no fault of their own, to spend five days living in a situation where
they did not have access to any of their own clothes or other personal essential
items. They became, and were treated, as collateral damage of the Andrews Labor
Government’s rushed decision.

2.2

In evidence provided to the Committee by representatives of the Australian Muslim
Social Services Agency, they described the tower lockdowns in the following terms:
So in the beginning stages there was a lot of chaos and there was a lot of
miscommunication, and it was very confusing in the beginning.
There was a lot of shock. There was a lot of – Frustration. Yes frustration. A lot of
people were overwhelmed by the amount of law enforcement officers that were
downstairs or in the building, and they could not understand why. A lot of them
referred to it as – Jailed. Yes feeling like they were imprisoned. 146

2.3

To receive evidence from people who live in the State of Victoria, saying they felt like
they were ‘imprisoned’ in their own home, is appalling. The residents of the public
housing towers were treated as second class citizens, with their rights as citizens of
this State being completely disregarded.

2.4

These people felt trapped in their homes and told the Committee:
People were really scared – overwhelmed. They did not know how to react, I guess
they felt powerless pretty much. They felt it was unfair. They felt like they were
being criminalised.147
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2.5

The Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 (the Charter) makes it
unlawful for public authorities, including the State Government, to act in a way that is
incompatible with the human rights of Victorians.148 The Charter provides that every
Victorian has a right to liberty and, when detained, humane treatment.149 The
residents of the public housing towers were not only denied these rights, but had
them stripped away from them. Within a matter of hours, the residents had their
liberty taken away from them, being treated as if they were prisoners in their own
homes. Nor did the residents receive humane treatment. In some instances,
residents were given food they were unable to eat – being both culturally insensitive
and past the use-by-date – and were provided with no information about what was
happening to them before the lockdown came into effect.

FINDING 51: Within hours, without notice or explanation, the residents of public housing
towers (and their visitors) became prisoners in their own homes. These
residents were treated as second class citizens and treated differently from
the rest of Victorians.
FINDING 52: The Andrews Labor Government’s immediate imprisonment of these
Victorians was unlawful and in breach of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act. The residents of the public housing towers were
stripped of their freedom without even being told why.
2.6

In times of great uncertainty, human rights should be protected, not abandoned.
Regrettably, the Andrews Labor Government, without hesitation, removed precious
freedoms and rights from the residents of the public housing towers and did so
without any medical advice or opinion recommending the Andrews Labor
Government take such draconian action. The Andrews Labor Government abused its
power in relation to these residents.

2.7

Given the complete lack of any communication with the residents of the public
housing towers, it’s unsurprising that residents felt like they were being treated as
criminals. Many residents had no idea what was going on. As the evidence
suggested, the morning of 4 July was fine, but “at some point during the day they
found out that they cannot leave past 5pm”.150

2.8

The communication with the residents about the lockdown was deficient and
completely inadequate. The Committee was provided with the following account:
I am going to be honest – there was not much communication. The police – I
spoke to a couple of officers on site and they were actually very confused
about what was going on themselves because they were, I guess, in a way being
told what to do. But there was also misinterpretation from the residents, because they
felt like the police were in control. The police were saying they were not in control
and it was DHHS.151
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2.9

Miscommunication became a constant theme with the Andrews Labor Government’s
lockdown of the public housing towers. As a result of residents being unable to leave
the towers and purchase food and basic health care items, DHHS began to provide
provisions to the residents. However, many residents began complaining the food
they had been provided by DHHS had either past its expiry date or some food items
could not be consumed because they were culturally insensitive to the religious
beliefs and dietary requirements of many residents.

2.10

In order to make up for DHHS’s failure on this most basic task, an Emergency Relief
program was set up by volunteers in the community to provide these essential and
basic items to the residents. The Australian Muslim Social Services Agency
(AMSSA), which co-ordinated this emergency relief program, is to be commended
and congratulated for its outstanding efforts in supporting its community and public
housing tower residents who had been so poorly treated by the Andrews Labor
Government.

2.11

AMSSA, which receives no State Government funding,152 co-ordinated donations of
culturally appropriate foods, medication and other essential items. With assistance
from other community organisations and more than 200 volunteers, AMSSA
delivered over 5,000 generic food and essential goods packages to residents. In
recognition that some residents had special dietary requirements due to health and
religious reasons, a special hotline was created to take orders from these residents.
Over 3,000 special orders were prepared and delivered to families who were locked
down in the towers.153
Inexplicably, many volunteers were prevented from delivering food to residents
by DHHS officers.154

FINDING 53: AMSSA clearly filled a void the Andrews Labor Government had left wide
open. It is unforgiveable for any Government to be so culturally and morally
insensitive to the most basic needs of these multicultural residents. The fact
the Andrews Labor Government could not even provide food that had not past
its expiry date confirms the Government had no decency and no contingency
plans in place when it rushed its decision to lock down the towers.
RECOMMENDATION 14:
We agree with the Victorian Ombudsman that the Andrews Labor Government
should immediately apologise to the residents to the public housing towers for the
distress and mental anguish its decision caused them.

Ms Abdikadir, AMSSA, public hearing, 27 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 9.
Ms Abdikadir, AMSSA, public hearing, 27 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 1.
154
Ms Abdikadir, AMSSA, public hearing, 27 August 2020, Transcript of evidence, p. 9.
152
153

56

CHAPTER 5 - BUSINESS SUPPORT LACKING
1.1

The committee heard significant evidence that the Federal and all State
Governments have spent at unprecedented levels to help the National and State
economies survive the broad ranging business shut downs that were experienced
across the nation. All Australian jurisdictions have called heavily upon future
generations to pay for the economic supports that have been used to help stabilise
the economy. The Victorian Government announced in its 2020-21 Budget that debt
was expected to increase 5-fold to $154.8 billion. This will limit Government support
and action into the future.

1.2

As at February 2019 there were considered 604,379155 small businesses in Victoria.
In evidence presented to the committee in the December hearings the Minister for
Jobs, Precincts and Regions, the Hon Martin Pakula MP, provided evidence of 20
business support funds (see Appendix 8) the State Government claimed were
helping business in Victoria.
During Victoria’s harsh second wave Stage 3 and Stage 4 lockdown restrictions,
when thousands of businesses were forced to close their doors, members of the
minority were inundated with complaints from business owners unable to access any
support whatsoever, and those receiving support complained of long waits – up to
two months – complex bureaucratic procedures and changes to eligibility criteria.

1.3

The Minority is concerned that sufficient support was not distributed in a timely and
fair fashion.

FINDING 54: Of the 20 Business Support Programs presented by the Government, 14 (70
per cent) of them were unable to provide any details of their efficacy or how
much money was actually given out to support businesses.
FINDING 55: Of the six packages reported on by the Government less than half the
promoted value of the package was actually distributed by 4 December 2020,
over six months past the introduction of restrictions and forced business
closure. Half of the six packages had distributed 12 per cent or less of the
value of the packages.
FINDING 56: Sole traders were the most disadvantaged, with only 4000 of the
approximately 400,000 Victorian sole traders being eligible for support, and
only $12 million of the Government’s $100 million allocated to sole traders
was allocated by 4 December 2020.
FINDING 57: The hospitality industry suffered the longest and most severe lockdown
restrictions imposed by the Andrews Labor Government. Less than 50 per
cent of the specialised support available was distributed by 4 December
2020.
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FINDING 58: Of the more than 600,000 small businesses in Victoria, the Andrews Labor
Government has claimed to have only supported around 129,000 businesses
of all sizes in Victoria.
The Government’s own statistic of supporting less than 22 per cent of
Victorian businesses demonstrates that critical financial support to help these
businesses survive was too little, too late for tens of thousands of small
business and sole traders.
RECOMMENDATION 15:
The Victorian Government must immediately review its criteria for business support
and aim to broaden its eligibility criteria.
RECOMMENDATION 16:
The tourism and hospitality sector must be consulted to determine the most effective
ways to distribute the vast sums of unallocated budget support, for those businesses
who will continue to be affected by COVID-19 restrictions into 2021.
RECOMMENDATION 17:
The Victorian Government must present to the Parliament a final summary of funds
expended and detailed statistics of businesses supported for all of the 20 programs it
has announced.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS
A calculated political plan
COVID-19, a once in one-hundred-year pandemic, has had devastating health and
economic impacts on Victoria and Victorians. Of the fatally flawed program to quarantine
overseas travellers returning from virus hotspots, the Premier of Victoria said:
The community is entitled to answers. That is why we have established the (Coate Inquiry)
process. It is not a matter of whether I can or cannot. The process has been established to get
those answers.156

The most significant error in the Government’s handling of the COVID-19 pandemic was the
ill-fated Hotel Quarantine Program that the Andrews Labor Government acknowledges
seeded 99 per cent of COVID-19 cases of the second wave outbreak, and the dismal failure
of infection control and contact tracing procedures to contain the outbreak when initial cases
were low in number in June 2020.
On 2 July 2020, Premier Daniel Andrews announced the Hotel Quarantine Inquiry to be
conducted by former Judge, the Hon Jennifer Coate AO, into the program failure, saying:
“It is abundantly clear that what has gone on here is completely unacceptable and we
need to know exactly what has happened.”
Neither the ‘Coate Inquiry’, nor this Inquiry of the Victorian Parliament’s Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee have revealed to the Victorian people “exactly what has happened”.
They have certainly not revealed in full who responsible for the failures, nor has anyone
been held accountable for them.
The former Minister for Health, the Hon Jenny Mikakos, resigned, not because she accepted
responsibility for her Department’s failures, but because she disagreed with Premier Daniel
Andrews’ evidence to the Coate Inquiry and felt she could no longer work with him. The
former Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services, Kim Peake, also
resigned, while the former Secretary of the Department of Premier and Cabinet and the
Premier’s right-hand-man, Chris Eccles, resigned after he was exposed for failing to disclose
his phone records in which he discussed the choice of private security to manage Hotel
Quarantine with the former Chief Commissioner of Police, Graham Ashton.
None of these people, most significantly the Premier, have accepted responsibility for the
Hotel Quarantine Program’s fatally flawed failings.
It is clear to The Minority that in announcing the Coate Hotel Quarantine Inquiry, the Premier
gave his Government political cover and an excuse not to provide clear and transparent
answers about the Government’s mishandling of the Hotel Quarantine Program, particularly
during hearings of this Committee’s Inquiry.
The Premier arrogantly told this Committee:
Well, in terms of the ultimate answer as to the desirability and effectiveness or otherwise
of all these (hotel quarantine) arrangements, there is another process to deal with that.157
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Despite this Committee so far conducting three rounds of hearings, 228 submissions, weeks
of hearings at the Coate Hotel Quarantine Inquiry, 70,000 pages of evidence and many
millions of taxpayers’ dollars spent, the Victorian public is none the wiser as to who was
responsible for the key decisions and mistakes that cost more than 800 lives, tens of
thousands of jobs and sank the Victorian economy.
The best that can be said of the Coate Hotel Quarantine Inquiry findings is that they
demonstrated the bureaucratic chaos and lack of Ministerial accountability surrounding the
whole debacle. At worst its establishment was a calculated political device to avoid
questions and divert scrutiny at a time the Government was under the most intense pressure
for its failings.
Victorians well know how often key Ministers or senior officials told the Coate Inquiry that
they “couldn’t recall”, “didn’t know who made the decision” or “weren’t informed” about
important events and critical failures that led to Victoria’s devastating second wave outbreak
of COVID-19.
The August hearings of this Committee’s Inquiry were similar, with Ministers and
Departments repeatedly pointing the finger at others, denying responsibility and in one high
profile case, that of the Emergency Management Commissioner, requesting to alter the
transcript of evidence six weeks after the conclusion of the hearings.
If any government acknowledged its malfeasance or misfeasance was responsible for the
death of more than 800 of its own people, for example in a train crash, the repercussions
would be enormous. Ministers and senior officials would resign, as the Westminster system
demands.
The Minority is deeply disturbed that through both the majority report and the Coate Hotel
Quarantine Inquiry process, the Andrews Labor Government and Premier Daniel Andrews
himself have not been held to account for their failures, and Victorians will be suffering the
consequences for years to come.

Victoria needs a Royal Commission
Given the partisan failings of this Committee and the limitations placed on the Coate Hotel
Quarantine Inquiry, we consider that nothing short of a Royal Commission is required to
properly interrogate the Andrews Labor Government and put Victoria’s response to the
COVID-19 pandemic under the microscope.
Victoria remains the only State in Australia to suffer through a second wave outbreak of
Coronavirus and a second lockdown in which people’s activities were harshly restricted,
businesses and industries were forced to close down, and has led to an emerging economic
and mental health crisis.
Victorians know the Andrew’s Labor Government’s disastrous handling of the Hotel
Quarantine Program caused Victoria’s second wave outbreak of COVID-19. Over 800
Victorians lost their lives to Coronavirus and millions their livelihoods, yet Victorians still
don’t have answers.
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The Coate Hotel Quarantine Inquiry has proved it was unable to identify how private security
guards were put in charge of the Hotel Quarantine Program. It did not have the coercive
powers of a Royal Commission to compel witnesses and documents. Neither did it have the
terms of reference required to reveal the answers to the questions Victorians deserve,
questions that go beyond the massive failures in quarantining overseas travellers.
Time and time again, the shocking failures of Victoria’s infection control and contact tracing
processes have become apparent. Indeed, we have seen instances of the contact tracing
process only commencing after the tragic death of a Victorian from the virus. Contact tracing
is how you put a fence around a Coronavirus cluster, it’s how you stop the spread. It’s how
every other State and Territory in Australia has been able to manage clusters of the virus
and maintain relatively open economies with limited restrictions on activities.
Yet, Victoria’s third-world contact tracing system with Post-It notes and fax machines failed
utterly to stop the deadly spread of COVID-19. It meant that when there was a significant
breach of infection control, such as in the Hotel Quarantine Program, the contact tracing
system was so dismally flawed it could not adequately contain Coronavirus, and hence the
virus spread wildly throughout the Victorian community.
Only a Royal Commission can unequivocally scrutinise the Victorian Government’s response
to COVID-19, learn the crucial lessons from the catastrophic failures, ensure the fatal flaws
are never repeated, and provide for Victorians the truth they truly deserve.
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