





Yes. There are generally speaking significant differences between the two types of disclosers
so | do not believe it makes sense to treat them the same.

Are there benefits in continuing this arrangement?
Yes as noted above.
Are there other options that should be considered?

No

What is the value of including disclosures about the health and safety of a person with
a disability and the environment in the PID framework?

| believe there is value. Ht is not in my view surprising that there is low rate of reporting in this
regard. As indicated in my comments above there are significant differences between
members of the public and public officers and one of those differences is in the relative levels
of information and knowledge that they are likely to possess in relation to the subject
organisation. A member of the public is far less likely to become aware of wrongdoing or have
access to information in that regard.

Are there other more appropriate ways to provide support and protection fo persons
(not public officers) who make disclosures about these fssues?

No

Should the PID Act provide more guidance or examples about the meaning of
‘substantial and specific’?

Some examples may be useful but | do think these are commonly used words in the English
language that ought to be understoed by most.

Are there alfernatives to the use of the words ‘substantial and specific’?
Not required

Should consideration be given to adding a public interest test for disclosures by public
officers that are substantiaily workplace complainits?

As previcusly indicated cne of the concerns with this legislation is that it may be used by
disgruntied staff to target specific managers or the organisation generally. In this regard one
is not only dealing with those who act in bad faith. There are also employees who ‘crusade’
often in relation to historical grievances and who fervently believe in the rightecusness of their
actions. Having a public interest test as part of the assessment would assist in being able to
exclude these types of personal vendettas from the ambit of the PID.

Should the PID Act be made more explicit about disclosures made in the normal
course of a public officer's duties?

Not aware of this being a significant issue but it does seem fo be something that is worth
clarifying.

Should there be further consideration about how rofe-related PiDs should be
managed?






legisiation which not all disclosers will have. Furthermere a discloser may also not appreciate
the gravity of the information being disclosed so may elect to not treat it as a PID when it may
lead to uncovering sericus corruption or fraud.

In terms of agencies this approach means there is very little filter in terms of complaints so it
is a very broad base and will no doubt have an effect on resources that are required to be
devoted to this aspect.

Should the PID Act be explicit about when information should be provided to
disciosers?

Should further consideration be given to clarifying the extent of information to be
provided fo a discloser about the resuits of action arising from a PID?

| think this would only be feasible if there is a very defined and standardised process of
investigating PIDs but given the broad nature and the number of agencies that are involved in
instigating PIDs setting timeframes may be impracticable but perhaps thought may be given

to provide the ability of a discloser to request a progress report at certain defined intervals.
It would in my view be useful to clarify the extent of infermation that is required to be provided.

Should the PID Act be more specific about providing protection to a discloser who is
not an employee of the entity investigating the PID?

That would seem to be desirable though it is unclear what sort of protections can in fact be
provided in such circumstances.

Are the current requirements for each public sector entity fo develop and publfish their
own PID policy valuable and appropriate?

Yes

Are there alternatives that could be considered?

No

Should further consideration be given to the extent of protections provided by the Act
and responsibility for providing that protection?

As already mentioned above it is unclear what protections can be provided as a matter of
practicality. If these protections are clearly defined and able to be practically implemented,

then by all means but otherwise not. In this regard the cost of providing these protections
would need to be carefully considered.

Are the current arrangements for ‘investigate and remedy’ agencies appropriate?
What other options or improvements could be considered?

Yes as already mentioned it does not seem feasible to try to standardise investigative
processes. Unless there are clear and specific concerns that the investigative processes
being utilised by agencies are deficient then | would not se a basis to intervene.

Are the current arrangements for confidentiality adequate and appropriate?

Yes

Are there improvements that could be considered?

No






