Consumer Affairs Victoria (CAV) Consumer Property Law Review 2016 Options [TEXT REDACTED]
	Question
	Response

	1
	Option 1A, a full licensing scheme for owners’ corporation managers. Ours [TEXT REDACTED] does not act professionally; its representatives speak to us as though we were naughty children. None of them seem to have any idea of how to communicate with the diversity of owner occupiers living here, and are influenced and swayed by the unethical and questionable credentials of the current Committee of Management President and Treasurer, neither of whom lives here. 

	4
	Option 1A. We would like our owners’ corporation manager to be familiar and interested in what happens here; it is our home, not merely an investment. [TEXT REDACTED] does not act as though it has any responsibility other than the collection of money from us, without providing any service whatsoever. They fail to collect rent from commercial tenants on the ground floor, which would be useful in maintaining the building. 

	5
	Please look to Germany as an example of how to run a successful rental/high-density living conurbations for its citizens. Landlords provide housing that is of superior quality; tenants accordingly, look after the property, common and individual. We need this in Australia ASAP, if not now. Continuing professional development would help foster these attitudes and embed them in the population.

	6
	To ensure that the standard of professional development is superior, these courses must be registered and licensed by both the state and Commonwealth governments. NO training organisations, with spurious antecedents, teachers or credentials should be permitted to conduct such courses or training. 

	7
	Use the ‘corporate knowledge’ of the many older residents who are also venerable citizens who live here. That is, ask them for help and advice. Old people do not all have atrophied minds, incapable of analytical thought. In fact, ask ALL owners for their feedback; we’re a diverse lot, with a diversity of life and work experience. Some of us even started companies and ran businesses. These skills are always transferrable and always useful.

	18
	Yes, Model Rules should be made pertaining to these subjects.
No, they are not. We are experiencing the greatest generational shift in attitudes to human behaviour since we descended from our arboreal to our bipedal, terrestrial existence. Younger people do not have the same attitudes to common property and privacy that those of us 45+ do. (N.B., this is an arbitrary age for the convenience of this submission.) People in the <45 age cohort feel it is quite acceptable to renovate at will, without apprising fellow owner-occupiers who may be inconvenienced by noise/dust/tradespeople using lifts continually and so on. What I mean is that solipsism is the prevailing consideration, not concern for what impact my actions might have upon my fellow human beings. These proposed Model Rules must therefore, unfortunately be rather more prescriptive than might be considered desirable in a democracy.

	19
	Yes, a Model Rule on fire-safety advice to tenants (and, actually to ALL who live in the building) would be unobjectionable. We are tired of being hustled to the ground floor in the evening because someone has opened the front door of their apartment to remove smoke from burnt toast. 

	21
	Compare it to the legal position of teachers, who act in loco parentis. Similar situation. See # 18(b). Generational issue. If visitors to our home cannot regulate their behaviour to the ‘civilised’ setting, then we feel it is reasonable to make the owners/owner-occupiers responsible for the poor behaviour (whatever it is) of their tenants (who may be considered to be technically, visitors), visitors to the building, or tradespeople contracted to perform work on the individual lots. 

	22
	Complete reformation. Complete. We have a Chair/President of our Committee of Management (CoM) who has held this position for 12+ years. We are profoundly unhappy by this man’s performance, as he has acted in what we consider to be an unethical, unjust manner, employing questionable management techniques and exerting undue influence and pressure on fellow owner-occupiers, commercial tenants, and our building manager. We also feel that he has exceeded what would be considered to be a reasonable tenure in the role. He has been allowed, through means unclear to us as owner-occupiers, to acquire legal possession of numerous car-parking spaces which, according to our owners’ corporation manager, [TEXT REDACTED], give him the right to multiple votes. (Please note that our owners’ corporation manager believes that owning a residential allotment and a car-parking space entitles us all to at least two votes. We find this odd, and would ask that the CAV consult the Victorian Electoral Commission about this matter. Since when has ONE citizen ever got the right to TWO votes? Is this democratic? Since when may I have ‘two voices’ in an open, transparent and accountable society?) He has failed to honour the financial obligations imposed by the CoM upon these ground floor tenants by failing to pursue them for rent owed for their use of the common property. We would also like the CAV to seriously consider legislating this aspect of living in a building such as ours, to prevent such a person from holding an entire CoM in his thrall. What most people fail to appreciate is that the [TEXT REDACTED] is primarily a RESIDENTIAL precinct (as it once was), not a business/commercial one. We residents are here 24/7, and ask only that others who work and visit to respect that. Our building is not a pile of bricks, concrete, steel and joints designed to enrich those who DO NOT live here; it is a HOME.


