FEEDBACK ON Section 4.4.5.2 of Schools Reference Guide Draft.
As one of several DATTA.Vic (TEAV) members of the original panel established to review and report on Occupational Health and Safety in secondary schools Technology areas, I am concerned how several sections of the draft document have interpreted the Panel’s findings and recommendations.

1. “Supervision of Students

The Department must ensure that minimum levels of safe supervision of students are provided in technology particularly in cases where students are using plant and machinery. Teachers must ensure that no more than one student is operating an item of powered machinery at any one time.
This rule can be adapted in team teaching situations, However the number of students operating powered machinery should never exceed the number of teachers authorized to supervise students using the machinery.”

A long list of “PLANT” which is to be restricted to students (unless Noel Arnold OH&S Certification has been received  by the school) then appears.

Then follows a list of “PLANT” requiring completion of a safe use test, listing machinery which can only be used by students under supervision after the student has passed a safe use test for each item.

If the previous statement regarding the level of supervision is to be applied “plant and machinery” – both powered static machines and powered handtools, then  this current wording appears to require that in any classroom where ONE qualified teacher is present, only ONE STUDENT can be using a single powered device at any one time.
I can find no reference in the Panel minutes or recommendations to this ONE-STUDENT using machinery at a time.

This is placing teachers in an impossible situation for achieving substantial work from classes of senior students doing VET or VCE Technology, who are required to use a “range of complex processes”.  If only one piece of powered machinery may be used at any one time in a well equipped classroom, that has already been certified by the OH&S consultants, and the students have had to pass a safe use test for the machinery and power tools available to them, this becomes an unreasonable restriction on our students, resulting in most unproductive classes while they wait their turn to be supervised one-to-one.  Many of our students are merely becoming “assemblers” of components that have laboriously been cut to size on machinery by overworked teachers and technology assistants (if available).
I believe that the document needs to clarify which plant/machinery/powertools are required to be used only under “one-to-one” supervision, and which can be used together by a sensible number of students.

I further believe that the requirements for the “one-to-one” supervision, in the above terms, has gone beyond the recommendations made by the panel.  Surely once the requisite steps have been taken

(1) certification that the workplace is a safe environment;

(2) staff have undertaken the modules in the Course in Safe Use of Machinery in  Technology Teaching  (21820 VIC) and demonstrated competency in a range of woodworking and/or metalworking machinery ;

(3) students have received instruction in the use of plant / machinery  and have passed a safe use test by demonstrated  competence and such written tests as the “On-Guard Safety Training Program”;

then “one-to-one” level of supervision should not be necessary.  

School workshops should be designed to allow the visual supervision of a range of machinery, and competent Technology teachers should be able to mentor and supervise several students at once using machinery in the workshop.
If this level of intense supervision is such a major problem, then surely a more significant issue is the size of classes, and number of students taking these practical

hands-on subjects in D&T or VET courses.  This is where some more positive direction from the DEECD should be occurring; and not the excessive limitation or restriction on the number of students using machines and equipment at any one time.

(2) Levels of Machinery Use
There needs to be a clearer statement on machinery that can be used by different levels within the secondary colleges.  If we are to provide  “real life” training for a society depending on technology, then surely more mature and competent Year 11 and 12 students should have access to more complex machinery than middle school students in Year 7 – 9.  This across-the-board restriction on machinery use seems to show a greater concern for preventing legal action, than for safely educating our students in readiness for the real world.
During the panel deliberations, there was considerable time spent on reviewing the Year levels appropriate for a wide range of machinery. The  term “banned” was altered to “restricted”, and discussions indicated that many machines could be used by Year 11 students. 

Typical comments on the DISCUSSION ON STUDENT USE OF RESTRICTED MACHINES AND OTHER POWERED EQUIPMENT were
“could be used by certain students under certain circumstances after the school undertakes the Noel Arnold verification process”

“students need to have the necessary knowledge and understanding of operational and safety procedures before being permitted to use this machine”.

Other machines were recommended for Yr 8, Yr 9 and Yr 10 level introduction.


Regarding the Router, the “Plunge Router” is now appearing on the “restricted list”. The committee considered discussion that the “type of cutter needs to be taken into account with this machine, as most of the cutters have a ball-bearing on the bottom of them, and the students do use them for trenching out a housing joint”.  Committee members familiar with this machine observed that the router can also be safely and easily used by students in conjunction with a template or a guide fence. They agreed that a plunge router should not be used by students without one of these three guiding devices.  By placing this portable machine on the “restricted” list this will severely  limit the range of “complex processes” that  capable students can undertake with their VCE production projects.
Regarding the Triton Workcentre, the committee considered comments that “if the machine is used as one of the banned machines (e.g. spindle moulder) then it is effectively that machine. However due to the Workcentre’s versatility, it has other less hazardous uses such as Finger Jointer and Dovetail Cutter. These uses should be considered as suitable for student use, subject to the students having the necessary knowledge and understanding of operational and safety procedures before being permitted to use the machine.”.  These versatile “handyman” machines are frequently found in the home workshop environment, and surely we are doing our VCE Technology students a dis-service if we are not preparing them for the safe use of this type of equipment. Again by placing this equipment on the “restricted” list, this will severely  limit the range of “complex processes” that  capable students can undertake with their VCE production projects.
Teachers of VCE classes in Design & Technology find it difficult to understand why there needs to be different provisions for machinery use by Year 11-12 VCE classes, and  VET classes in Furniture, Building,  etc.  If all Technology staff are required to undertake appropriate modules in the Course in Safe Use of Machinery in Technology Teaching, and all Technology students are required to pass safe use tests for specific machinery, then surely this distinction should no longer apply. (e.g. Band Saw)
In the paragraph “Restricted Use of Plant by Students” the draft document states that “subject to the requirements of OHS Regulations, the restricted machines listed in the following table must NOT be used by students unless the school receives certification by the Department’s OHS consultants, Noel Arnold and Associates. The certification applies only to specific students and circumstances. It will need to be demonstrated that the curriculum requirements cannot be met without use of the specified machinery.”
Comments raised during the panel discussions indicated that a number of these “restricted” machines (such as the band saw, table saw, thicknesser) “could be used by certain students under certain circumstances after the school undertakes the Noel Arnold verification process.”

This statement on use by “specific students and circumstances” needs further clarification.  As secondary school Technology teachers, we believe that this should not be applied only to VET students.  Our students in VCE classes doing Unit 3-4 courses in Design and Technology are the ones needing to demonstrate safe use of complex processes, and should have access to these machines to meet curriculum requirements, once they have passed appropriate safe use tests.
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