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About this report
Our Annual Report provides an overview of performance 
towards achieving an informed Queensland that values 
and respects information rights and responsibilities.

We are required to report annually on specific aspects  
of our activities. This Annual Report provides:

•	 an account of revenue and how we have used  
public funds

•	 an insight into challenges and opportunities that have 
influenced our actions, as well as setting priorities for 
the year ahead; and

•	 an assessment of achievement in meeting corporate 
and operational plans as measured against a range  
of performance indicators.

This Annual Report is an important component of how we 
monitor our performance, which feeds into organisational 
planning and resource allocation.



Welcome to the Office of the 
Information Commissioner Annual 
Report 2015–16
The services we provide include promoting greater 
awareness of right to information (RTI) and information 
privacy (IP), improving agency practices in RTI and IP, 
conducting external reviews of agency decisions about 
access to information, mediating privacy complaints and 
assisting agencies to comply with the privacy principles.

We are responsible for monitoring and reporting to the 
Queensland Parliament on the performance of public 
sector agencies and public authorities in complying with 
the RTI and IP Act requirements.

There is a natural synergy between our monitoring and 
assistance, external review and privacy functions, for 
example, monitoring and assistance functions improve  
the quality of agency practice which minimises demand  
for our external review and privacy complaints services.   

Our vision
An informed Queensland that values and respects 
information rights and responsibilities. 

Acknowledgement of Country
We acknowledge the traditional custodians of the lands  
on which we operate and wish to pay respect to their 
Elders past and present.

23 September 2016 

The Honourable Peter Wellington MP
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly
Parliament House
George Street
Brisbane Qld 4000

Dear Mr Speaker 

I am pleased to present the Annual Report 2015–16  
and financial statements for the Office of the  
Information Commissioner. 

The report contains an account of our work for the 12 
months ending 30 June 2016 and is made pursuant to 
section 184 of the Right to Information Act 2009 (Qld)  
and section 193 of the Information Privacy Act 2009 (Qld). 

It reflects our performance against our strategic plan  
for 2015–19. 

I certify that this Annual Report complies with:

•	 the prescribed requirements of the Financial 
Accountability Act 2009 (Qld) and the Financial and 
Performance Management Standard 2009; and

•	 the detailed requirements set out in the Annual report 
requirements for Queensland Government agencies.

A checklist outlining the annual reporting requirements 
can be found at page 81 of this Annual Report. 

Yours sincerely

Jenny Mead
Acting Information Commissioner

Respectful
We listen carefully, providing assistance to build 
understanding, find solutions and enable meaningful 
participation. Our processes are fair and transparent.  
We are inclusive in our approach.

Focused
We strive for excellence in service delivery and work to 
produce high quality and timely outcomes. We prioritise 
activities that have the greatest impact on improving right to 
information and information privacy practices and awareness. 

Innovative
We stay informed about our changing environment so 
we can effectively foster an environment of continuous 
improvement incorporating creative solutions.

Collaborative
We work together as one Office of the Information 
Commissioner (OIC) team to maximise our expertise to 
achieve better outcomes. 

Our values 
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Performance report card
Figure 1. Performance report card 2015–16

Service standard 2015–16 
target Achievement Result

Our external review service

Objective one – Provide independent, timely and fair review of decisions made under the  
Right to Information Act 2009 and Information Privacy Act 2009 

Percentage of applicants satisfied with the conduct of the review 70% 72%   
Percentage of agencies satisfied with the conduct of external reviews 75% 91% 
Median days to finalise a review 90  98   
Percentage of open reviews at the end of reporting period that are more 
than 12 months old 0% 6%   
Number of reviews finalised 300 407   
Percentage of reviews resolved informally compared to reviews 
resolved by written determination 75% 88%   
Percentage of review applications finalised to received 100% 112%   
Our privacy advice and complaint mediation service

Objective two – Provide an independent, timely and fair privacy complaint resolution service

Percentage of privacy complainants satisfied with the mediation 
service 70%

Insufficient 
meaningful 

data


Percentage of agencies satisfied with the privacy complaint mediation 
service provided 75% 100%  
Percentage of privacy complaints finalised to received 100% 107%   
Mean average days to make a decision to accept a privacy complaint 14 days 22 days   
Mean average days to finalise an accepted privacy complaint 90 days 83 days   
Objective five – Assist agencies to achieve compliance with the privacy principles
Number of advices, consultations and submissions n/a 227 
Participation in meetings, regional visits and information  sessions n/a 147 
Number of reviews conducted n/a 0 
Our assistance and monitoring service
Objective three – Improve agencies’ practices in right to information and information privacy 
Percentage of agencies satisfied with the information and assistance 
provided from the Office 80% 100%   
Percentage of agencies satisfied with the quality of information 
provided 75% 100% 
Number of training activities provided 30 35   
Number of people trained 500 9,295   
Percentage of course participants satisfied with sessions 75% 99% 
Number of monitoring and compliance activities 10 69   
Objective four – Promote greater awareness of right to information and information privacy in the 
community and within government
Number of awareness activities conducted 190 421   
Number of enquiry (written and oral) responses 2,500 4,686   
Number of website visits 80,000 144,458   
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Accepted privacy complaints finalised within the target timeframe of 
90 days (83 mean average days for accepted complaints) (see page 21)

Highlights

Privacy Awareness Week was held from 9 to 15 May under the theme 
‘Privacy in your hands’. This event helped to raise awareness of privacy 
rights and responsibilities across Queensland (see page 29)

Full implementation of recommendations made to Rockhampton Regional 
Council and the Department of Education and Training (see page 33) 

external review applications finalised 
(see page 10)407
of external review applications 
informally resolved without
a written decision (see page 12) 88%
agencies reported progress in 
meeting their RTI and IP obligations 
(see page 33)184

Invested in learning and development, project management tools, 
business systems and reviewed procedures  
to support our staff to improve service delivery and  
manage risk (see page 38)

of participants satisfied with
training provided (see page 27)99%
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227 privacy advices, consultations and submissions indicating a privacy 
by design approach being taken across a large number of Queensland 
agencies (see page 19)

Right to Information Day and Solomon Lecture were held on  
28 September under the theme ‘A right to information. Play your part’. 
This event helped to raise awareness of information access rights and 
responsibilities across Queensland (see page 29)

Council of the City of Gold Coast accepted our recommendations about 
leadership and accountability, compliance, culture of openness and 
maximum disclosure (see page 32)

Desktop audits of local government compliance with RTI and IP completed 
(see page 33)

25%Website received 144,458 visits 
(see page 31)

3497 telephone enquiries  
1189 written responses
(see page 26)

35%

9,295 people trained 26%

67%Employee engagement  
increased 7% to 74%
(see page 38) 

Highlights

Office of the Information Commissioner 2015–16 Annual Report - 3 -



Message from the Information Commissioner

I am pleased to report the Office of the Information 
Commissioner has again performed strongly despite 
resourcing challenges affecting its external review 
function. 

The Office of the Information Commissioner has 
continued to deal with a high number of external review 
applications.  This year has seen the closure of 407 
matters including a number of high profile, complex and 
sensitive applications.  This is a significant achievement 
in an environment of continued uncertainty regarding 
funding for external review and in a year substantially 
affected by not receiving approval to access to such 
funding for 2014–15.

Throughout the year, the bulk of our work across all 
service areas was significantly influenced by the use 
of new technology, particularly in the management of 
new information and document formats. This included 
reviewing and assessing video footage from body worn 
cameras used by police, local government and other 
agencies. With the adoption of new technology comes 
responsibility for agencies to manage information 
contained in footage appropriately; ranging from secure 
storage of information to providing appropriate access 
as required by the law, and enabling transparency 
about collection of personal information.  Consideration 
of these applications frequently requires a careful 
balancing of the right to access and the privacy rights of 
other individuals.

Mr Phillip Green was appointed by the Governor in 
Council in December 2015 and has a strong interest 
in information and communications technology and 
privacy. Mr Green and his team will continue to play 
a pivotal role in providing advice to agencies on 
information sharing, reflecting the careful balancing of 
public interests that is required to be considered when 
new technological capability, services and initiatives are 
proposed. Often, particular options will ensure privacy 

issues can be addressed effectively to safeguard the 
community’s personal information while advancing 
proposed initiatives.

This year, as part of our performance and monitoring 
function, we tabled four reports in Parliament 
about agencies’ practices in meeting their right to 
information and information privacy obligations. Our 
compliance review of the Council of the City of Gold 
Coast found that overall the council was meeting its 
legislative obligations well. We identified improvement 
opportunities about leadership and accountability, 
compliance, culture of openness and maximum 
disclosure.

In 2015–16 we completed a comprehensive follow-
up review of agency adoption of recommendations 
made in the Camera Surveillance and Privacy report in 
2011. Progress had been made by agencies in general, 
particularly improvements regarding the ability to 
track the number and details of cameras. A significant 
increase in fixed surveillance cameras was noted, from 
20,310 in 2011 to 32,230 in 2015. Significantly, 80% of 
agencies now reported that they actively informed the 
community about camera use compared to 57% in 2011. 
Despite progress since 2011, agencies need to improve 
their data security practices, and implement policies 
and procedures for dealing with increasing requests for 
footage.

We successfully completed desktop audits of the 
websites of local governments and hospital foundations 
which assessed whether they provided clear pathways 
for the community to access information.  For the 
third time since 2010, we conducted the 2016 Right 
to Information and Information Privacy Electronic 
Audit, which captured public sector agencies’ self-
assessment on managing their obligations under the 
RTI and the IP Acts, including maximising proactive 
disclosure and administrative release of information 
held by government and privacy risks. One hundred 
and eighty four agencies responded to the audit, 
including local governments, universities, Hospital and 
Health Services, Government Owned Corporations, 
Queensland Government departments and public 
authorities. The results were published in a report 
tabled in Parliament in August 2016. 

As part of our commitment to continuous improvement, 
we will refresh our review and audit methodology in 
2016–17. This methodology will strongly align with 
Australia’s auditing standards and underpin our 
new approach in going beyond application handling 
and compliance to reflect the increasing maturity of 
agencies in complying with their legislative obligations.

I was very pleased to welcome the 
appointment of Queensland’s new 

Privacy Commissioner. 

With the adoption of new technology 
comes responsibility for agencies 

to manage information contained in 
footage appropriately.

        Office of the Information Commissioner 2015–16 Annual Report - 4 -



We worked hard on capturing the attention of our 
stakeholders in the area of privacy awareness and 
right to information, holding two major events: Right to 
Information (RTI) Day in September 2015, and Privacy 
Awareness Week (PAW) in May 2016. The Solomon 
Lecture, as part of RTI Day activities, was delivered 
by Australian National University Emeritus Professor 
Richard Mulgan on “Government resistance to greater 
transparency: rational or self-defeating?’’ Professor 
Mulgan also engaged agency leaders in two open and 
frank discussions examining reasons for resisting greater 
disclosure, including fear of increased cost, revealing 
information belonging to others, inferior policy outcomes 
and of causing political damage to the government of the 
day. 

PAW celebrations included an official launch by the 
Honourable Yvette D’Ath MP, Attorney-General and 
Minister for Justice and Minister for Training and Skills, 
and a keynote address by futurist Ms Shara Evans on the 
impact of emerging technology. Both events engaged 
broad audiences, raised awareness and advanced 
conversations about current and future challenges. 

Our website continued to be a useful resource for
our stakeholders and saw a 25% increase in visits
from 2014–15. 

Throughout the year we delivered both general and 
targeted training to agencies and other practitioner 
groups.  This year saw a continued focus on regional 
awareness and training with training being provided 
to the executive, decision-makers and other staff of 
Councils, Hospital and Health Services throughout the 
State.  Our on-line training continues to be well used by 
our stakeholders. Overall, we received positive feedback 
about our training, information resources and advice to 
improve agency practices.  

All this work would not have been possible without my 
staff. I thank my staff for their relentless commitment 
to ensuring the community and agencies are aware 
of and information access and privacy rights and 
responsibilities in Queensland. We are one team, 
embodying our core values of respect, collaboration, 
focus and innovation.  We continue to support agencies 
to implement their obligations to achieve good outcomes 
for the community and agencies, in an efficient and 

Our integrity and passion to 
proactively discharge the Office’s 
responsibilities remain one of our 

greatest strengths. 

This year saw a continued focus on 
regional awareness and training.

effective manner consistent with legislation and good 
practice. Our integrity and passion to proactively 
discharge the Office’s responsibilities remain one of our 
greatest strengths. 

I look forward to another dynamic year in serving the 
people of Queensland, and welcome the independent 
strategic review of the office to further enhance our 
services to parliament, the community and agencies.

Rachael Rangihaeata
Information Commissioner
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Who we are
We are an independent statutory body for the Financial 
Accountability Act 2009 (Qld) and the Statutory 
Bodies Financial Arrangements Act 1982 (Qld). Initially 
established under the repealed Freedom of Information 
Act 1992 (Qld) (FOI Act), we continued under the Right 
to Information Act 2009 (Qld) (RTI Act). Our statutory 
functions under both the RTI Act and the Information 
Privacy Act 2009 (Qld) (IP Act) support Queensland 
government agencies, including departments, statutory 
authorities, local governments and public universities, 
to be more open, accountable and transparent.

Under the RTI Act and IP Act, government-held 
information must be released, as a matter of course, 
unless on balance, disclosure is contrary to the public 
interest. Access applications made under the legislation 
should be a last resort.

The IP Act also recognises the importance of protecting 
the personal information of individuals. It creates a right 
for individuals to access and amend their own personal 
information and provides rules for how agencies must 
handle personal information.

Information privacy requirements foster responsible 
and fair management of personal information and assist 
government to meet changing community expectations 
about privacy.

We promote the objectives of the RTI Act and IP Act 
including the understanding that greater access to 
information leads to an informed community, able 
to participate in and scrutinise government. RTI and 
information privacy obligations promote a more 
effective, efficient, ethical, open, transparent and 
accountable public service.

Under the RTI Act and IP Act the Information 
Commissioner is a statutory office holder appointed by 
the Governor-in-Council, and is not subject to Ministerial 
direction in the exercise of the functions under the Acts.

The independent authority of the Information 
Commissioner allows the community to have confidence 
that the role of the Information Commissioner will be 
carried out independently, fairly, and impartially.

The Information Commissioner is accountable to the 
Queensland Parliament through the Legal Affairs and 
Community Safety Committee (LACSC) and is supported 
by two other statutory office holders appointed by the 
Governor-in-Council; the Privacy Commissioner and the 
Right to Information Commissioner.

Our governance and accountability is ensured through 
the tabling of our Annual Report to Parliament, reporting 
to and appearing before LACSC and our Service Delivery 
Statement.       

We also support the public sector’s corporate 
governance and accountability framework by assisting 
agencies to improve their RTI and IP practices.

Our responsibilities
Our statutory role reflects our services, and is to:

•	 independently review decisions made by  
Queensland Ministers and public sector agencies  
and public authorities about access to, or amendment 
of, documents

•	 independently mediate privacy complaints

•	 promote greater awareness of RTI and IP in the 
community and within government

•	 improve agencies’ practices in RTI and IP; and

•	 assist public sector agencies and public authorities  
to achieve compliance with the privacy principles.

Our service areas
We have three service areas covering five objectives.

 Service area one: External review 
Objective one – Provide independent, timely
and fair reviews of decisions made under the
Right to Information Act 2009 and the Information 
Privacy Act 2009 (see pages 9–17).

Service area two: Privacy advice and 
complaint mediation
 Objective two – Provide an independent, timely and fair 
privacy complaint mediation service (see pages 18–24).

Objective five – Assist agencies to achieve compliance 
with the privacy principles (see page 18–24).

 Service area three:  
Assistance and monitoring
Objective three – Improve agencies’ practices in right to 
information and information privacy (see pages 25–33).

Objective four – Promote greater awareness of right to 
information and information privacy in the community 
and within government (see pages 25–33).

Our resources
As at 30 June 2016, we:

•	 had 33.1 full time equivalent permanent staff

•	 received grant funding from the Queensland 
Government provided through the Department of 
Justice and Attorney-General. Our 2015–16 total 
appropriation was $6,300M; and

•	 had approval to use up to $500,000 from accrued 
cash reserves for temporary external review staff to 
meet additional demand for services.

About us
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Our finances
Figure 2. Financial snapshot

Financial snapshot $,000

Appropriation 6,300

Other revenue 83

Expenditure 6,518

Depreciation 112

Approved deficit 247

Our key performance indicators
We measure the efficiency and effectiveness of our 
Service Areas against key performance indicators for 
each Objective.

Our strategic plan sets out objectives and strategies for 
our Service Areas for the five-year period 2015–19.

There is continual monitoring, evaluation and feedback 
undertaken both internally and externally. This allows 
us to refine the strategic plan to ensure alignment with 
whole-of-government priorities where appropriate.

More information about our strategic direction 
is available at www.oic.qld.gov.au/about/right-
toinformation/publication-scheme/our-priorities

Service delivery targets are based on a determined  
level of performance that we seek to meet within 
available resources.

These service targets enable the Queensland community 
and Parliament to assess whether or not we have 
delivered services to acceptable levels and measures  
our efficiency and effectiveness. Service targets are 
part of the Queensland Government Performance 
Management Framework.

Our performance report card on page 1 shows our 
achievements and overall performance against the 
established service targets.

We use an online performance dashboard accessible 
through our website to display our key activities along 
with the corresponding service delivery target.  
Progress against these service delivery targets is 
reported on a monthly basis throughout the financial 
year. This resource provides an on-going indicative 
snapshot of our performance.

Our stakeholders
Our stakeholders include the Queensland Parliament, 
the community and agencies such as Queensland 
Government departments and Ministers, local 
governments, Hospital and Health Services, statutory 
authorities, Government Owned Corporations, public 
universities and other public authorities.

The Information Commissioner is accountable to the 
LACSC of the Queensland Parliament and meets with 
the committee during the course of the year to report 
on the performance of the Information Commissioner’s 
functions and to discuss issues, such as our activities, 
structures and procedures, our work output, budget, 
Annual Report and any other significant issue. 

While the Information Commissioner is independent of 
Ministerial control, under section 133 of the RTI Act, our 
budget must be approved by the Attorney-General, the 
Minister responsible for the Act.

Our future
Strategic planning process
We have determined five strategic focus areas for
2016–20 and have set strategies with key performance 
indicators to achieve our expected objectives over the 
five-year period.

The strategic plan is based on a comprehensive 
consultation process with all staff in 2015, and refined 
by our executive management team in 2016. Staff were 
consulted about the amended plan. The Strategic Plan 
provides direction and focus to our activities as a 
whole, and to teams and individuals when undertaking 
specific projects and day-to-day work and planning 
future activities to address key challenges and priorities. 
A comprehensive review of the Strategic Plan will be 
conducted following the Strategic Management Review 
of the Office of the Information Commissioner. 

Each executive management team member is 
responsible for addressing specific strategies to guide 
activity, monitor progress against targets and report 
achievement against service objectives.

The executive management team meet regularly to 
review progress and where necessary take corrective 
action to meet key performance indicators and 
established service delivery targets. Individual 
members of the executive management team also meet 
regularly with the senior leadership team of Assistant 
Commissioners in External Review, and Managers 
and Principal Officers across the office responsible for 
delivering specific services and projects, to monitor 
progress and discuss strategies  
to resolve issues. 

We are determined to ensure that business processes, 
policies and guidelines are effective, able to withstand 
scrutiny and more importantly, serve our staff, the 
community, agencies and stakeholders well.
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Challenges and risks in 2016–17
•	 Budget uncertainty with ongoing additional demand 

for external review

•	 Increasing use of emerging technologies and  
online platforms

•	 Increasing agency cyber security risks for information 
systems and data security

•	 Engaging effectively with diverse stakeholders to raise 
awareness and improve practices

•	 Need for strong leadership by agency senior 
executives and clear expectations of public sector 
employees to maximise information access and good 
privacy practices

•	 Retaining and attracting skilled, experienced staff to 
ensure effective service delivery; and 

•	 Significant resources will be required for the review of 
the RTI and IP legislation and the impending Strategic 
Management Review of the Office.

Priorities in 2016–17
1. Engage with senior managers, executives and key 

stakeholders to improve awareness and support 
critical changes to practices throughout agencies, 
including councils

2. Engage with the community for greater awareness  
and improved access to our services

3. Continue to build workforce capacity, capability 
and satisfaction by improving the effectiveness and 
efficiency of corporate systems and procedures, 
including the performance monitoring and  
reporting methodology

4. Contribute to Queensland's Cyber Security Capability 
in partnership with the Queensland Government Chief 
Information Office

5. Provide targeted agency training and resources to 
improve practices; and

6. Recommend and comment on changes to improve the 
RTI and IP Acts, as well as contribute to the Strategic 
Management Review of the Office.
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Figure 3. External review service standards

Service standard 2011–16 target Achievement
2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16

Percentage of applicants        
satisfied with the conduct  
of the review

70% 71% 78% 72% 74% 72%

Percentage of agencies  
satisfied with the conduct  
of external review

75% 98% 97% 94% 90% 91%

Median days to finalise a review 90 days 90 59 106 87 98

Percentage of open reviews at 
the end of reporting period that 
are more than 12 months old

0% 1.8% 0% 0% 0% 6%

Number of reviews finalised 300 457 458 500 418 407

Percentage of reviews  
resolved informally compared  
to reviews resolved by  
written determination

75% 88% 88% 89% 91% 88%

Percentage of review 
applications finalised  
to received

 100% 113%* 86% 110%* 98% 112%*

* More applications were finalised than received during the reporting period due to carry-over from the previous period.

Objective one

Provide independent, timely and fair 
reviews of decisions made under the Right 
to Information Act 2009 and the Information 
Privacy Act 2009

Key activity
•	 Resolve applications using flexible approaches.

•	 Ensure quality resolution and decision making 
services by maintaining comprehensive case and 
knowledge management systems.

•	 Determine external review applications through 
formal written decisions.

Service area one:
Our external review service
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External review 
The process of external review commences when a 
person affected by a decision made by a Queensland 
Minister, department, local government, public 
university, hospital and health service or other public 
authority about access to information or amendment  
of personal information, applies to us to review  
that decision.

The process of assessing access 
applications within public agencies
As highlighted earlier in this report, underpinning this 
legislation, is the principle that government information, 
wherever possible, should be available to the community 
through informal means.  

A formal access application made to a government 
agency should be a last resort. 

When considering an application for access to information 
held by the government, there is a pro-disclosure bias. 
There are circumstances however, where government-held 
information should not be released.

For example, the document comprises legally privileged 
information. Alternatively, the information sought could 
be sensitive personal information and concerns about 
disclosure outweigh public interest factors regarding 
accountability in favour of disclosure.

If an applicant is not satisfied with an agency’s 
decision, or they do not make a decision within the 
statutory timeframe, they can seek an internal review 
of the decision from within the agency and/or seek an 
independent external review by us. The external review 
must be made to us within 20 business days of the 
notice of the agency decision. If not, we will consider 
whether to accept it or not.

External review process
We have responsibility for reviewing decisions on access 
to information and access and amendment of personal 
information under the RTI and IP Acts. In some cases we 
also consider applications from agencies for further time 
to process access applications.

The Information Commissioner is often described as 
‘standing in the shoes’ of the original decision maker 
when conducting an external review, that is, we conduct 
a ‘merit review’ of decisions made by agency decision 
makers. We not only consider whether an applicant can 
apply to an entity under the legislation (jurisdiction), and 
whether documents should be disclosed, but as part of 
the external review process, we often consider claims in 
relation to whether agencies and Ministers have taken  
all reasonable steps to locate relevant documents.

An external review decision replaces the decision of the 
agency. The decision can be affirmed, varied or set aside 
and substituted by our own decision.

We received 366 applications for external review of 
agency decisions in 2015–16 and finalised 407. The 

number of reviews received is a little down from the 
previous year but is still greater than the numbers 
received prior to the introduction of the RTI and IP 
legislation in July 2009.

Received Finalised

2013–142012–132011–12

 404

457

2014–15

533

451 52

2015–16

458
500

426 418 407
366

The numbers fluctuate slightly over the years. It is not 
known whether this is correlated to a lower number 
of access applications made to agencies or whether 
fewer applicants have chosen in that year to come to 
us for external review of agency decisions. The most 
recent data available on access applications is for 
the 2014–15 reporting year show applications have 
increased very slightly between 2013–14 (12,358) and 
2014–15 (12,398). External reviews from these access 
application decisions received were 452 in 2013–14 
(four percent) and 426 in 2014–15  (three percent). 
What is clear, is that only a very small percentage of 
agency access decisions come to us on external review. 

Reasons for external reviews
The three main reasons applicants sought external 
review in the 2015–16 reporting period were based on 
decisions of agencies: 

•	 to refuse access to information requested (163) 

•	 to refuse to deal with the application (48). This may be 
for a number of reasons such as the work involved in 
dealing with the application would substantially and 
unreasonably divert the resources of the agency in  
the performance of its functions; or

•	 the applicant is of the view that the agency did not 
undertake sufficient searches for the information 
requested (52).

Types of applicants
The majority of applications are made by individuals (282). 
In the 2015–16 period, 167 external review applications 
were made by individuals for personal information under 
the IP Act and 199 were made under the RTI Act.

Journalists now represent the second highest category of 
applicants at 36 applications; followed by companies (26).

Figure 4. External review applications received and finalised
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Informal resolution
We are tasked under legislation to encourage early 
resolution of external review applications.

This statutory requirement is in accordance with 
consistent feedback from applicants that timeliness is an 
important consideration for them. Established systems 
focus on and maximise opportunities for early resolution 
and informal resolution of matters. 

An external review may involve some, or all, of the 
following: identifying opportunities and processes for 
early resolution, including mediation, and promoting 
settlement of an external review application.

Preliminary inquiries 
Preliminary inquries establish whether the Information 
Commissioner has jurisdiction to conduct the requested 
review. For example, is it made within time? Is it an 
agency that is covered by the legislation? In some cases 
we will make decisions regarding such matters that mean 
that we will no longer deal with a review application. 
For example, one decision currently on appeal to 
Queensland Civil and Administrative Tribunal (QCAT) 
required us to determine whether an entity created 
by letters patent fits within the definition of a ’public 
authority’ as defined in the RTI legislation, and therefore 
an application cannot be made to access documents of 
that entity. 

Early assessment – Early Assessment 
and Resolution (EAR) Team
The EAR Team consists of three to four officers who seek 
to clarify the issues in reviews at an early stage and 
investigate ways to resolve reviews informally.

The team achieves this by:

•	 obtaining documents and any other relevant 
background information 

•	 seeking to narrow the scope of the request 

•	 identifying opportunities for informal resolution; and 

•	 attempting to negotiate settlement of the review.

If an external review is resolved informally the agency and 
applicant are advised that the review is complete.

The following case study sets out how a matter came 
to be informally resolved. Its success was attributed 
to the willingness of both the agency and applicant 
to compromise and take steps beyond their strict 
legal obligations and rights. It also reflects emerging 
issues involving the use of technology and recording 
devices and the natural tension in balancing the 
privacy of individuals, albeit in a public place, with 
pro disclosure factors supporting the public’s right of 
access such as could reasonably be expected to promote 
open discussion of public affairs and enhance the 
Government’s accountability and contribute to informed 
debate. In the course of resolving this matter, we also 
used specific powers under the RTI legislation and 
suspended the external review for a period to allow  
time for the parties to attempt an informal resolution. 

An applicant applied to an agency for CCTV 
footage of certain assaults. The agency 
refused access to the footage on the basis 
it was exempt information and disclosure 
would, on balance, be contrary to the 
public interest. The agency did not consider 
pixelating the footage to remove the exempt 
or contrary to public interest information 
was a reasonable option as the large number 
of people in the footage presented editing 
difficulties. The applicant sought a review  
of this decision.  

Under sections 74 and 75 of the RTI Act:

•	 where	a	document	contains	exempt	or	
contrary to public interest information and

•	 it	is	practicable	to	give	access	to	a	copy	 
of the document from which the exempt  
or contrary to public interest information 
has been deleted; and

•	 it	appears	that	the	applicant	would	wish	 
to be given access to such a copy 

an agency must give access accordingly.

Our review of the footage confirmed that 
it contained a large number of identifiable 
people and that pixelation of faces and 
other identifying features (e.g. tattoos) 
would have made the footage unwatchable. 
We suggested to the parties that in this 
circumstance, applying a general blurring 
filter over all of the footage may be effective, 
rather than pixelation of all individual 
identifying features.1

The agency was willing to edit the footage  
in this way but did not hold the software.  
We referred the agency to our Managing 
Access to Digital Video Recordings guideline 
and confirmed our view that ‘If agencies 
create digital video recordings they have  
an obligation to take the steps necessary  
to ensure people are able to exercise their 
right to access under the [IP and RTI Acts]’.  
On this basis, we asked the agency to 
acquire appropriate editing software.   
The agency agreed and the external review 
was suspended while new hardware and 
software were acquired.  

A blurred copy of the footage was eventually 
released and the applicant agreed to resolve 
the matter on this basis.

1  While a general blurring filter over all of the footage  
was appropriate in the context of informal resolution in 
this external review, in most circumstances, it is likely 
to constitute over-editing and may not comply with the 
requirements of the IP and RTI Acts, unless the consent  
of the applicant is first sought.

Case study: Informal resolution – pixelation of CCTV
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External review file management
There may reach a point where the EAR Team determines no 
quick resolution can be achieved in an external review. This 
may be for a number of reasons, for example, the issues 
involved are complex and/or sensitive; there may not have 
been previous consideration of the particular provisions of 
the RTI legislation; there is a large volume of documents to 
be considered; or a large number of third parties who were 
consulted and object to the release; or the parties do not 
display any desire to resolve through mediation. In such 
instances, the external review is allocated to a review team.

External Reviews are project managed within teams 
who identify throughout the external review process 
opportunities to informally resolve. Under the RTI and IP 
legislation the Commissioner may suspend an external 
review at any time to allow the participants to negotiate 
a settlement. In the past year this power has been used 
more frequently, for example on at least two occasions,  
we suspended an external review because of an 
applicant’s illness.

We strived to resolve 75 percent of finalised reviews 
informally without a written determination. Figure 5 
shows that for this financial period, 88 percent resolved 
informally compared to reviews resolved by written 
determination. Over the last 5 years, we closed between 
84 percent and 91 percent of external reviews informally 
without the need to give a formal written decision.

For similar reasons to those outlined above concerning 
why the EAR Team determines that an external review 
will not be a quick resolution of an external review, there 
are external reviews that are finalised by a formal written 
decision. 

2014–152013–142012–132011–12

 

88%

2015–16

52

Target 75%
88% 88%89% 91%

A journalist applied to a government 
department for access to various documents 
relating to the site of a former toxic 
waste dump, including contamination 
and environmental testing information. 
The department consulted a third party, 
the developer of the land and owner of 
a neighbouring development site, which 
objected to disclosure of certain complaint 
information. The department decided to 
disclose the complaint information, against 
the third party’s objections. The third party 
applied to us for external review of the 
disclosure decision, arguing that releasing 
the complaint information would prejudice its 
commercial affairs particularly because it was 
based on unsubstantiated allegations. 

We conveyed a view to the department, third 
party and access applicant that the public 
interest factors concerning government 
accountability and increased transparency 
carried significant and determinative weight 
in relation to disclosure of information 
about the actions taken by the department 
in responding to and dealing with the 
complaint. However, in relation to information 
directly provided by the complainants to 
the department, disclosure would cause 
significant prejudice to the third party’s 
business and commercial affairs, particularly 
due to the unsubstantiated nature of the 
allegations, and therefore, the public interest 
favoured nondisclosure of that information. 

All parties to the external review accepted 
our preliminary view and as a result, the 
information showing the actions taken by 
the Department, was disclosed to the access 
applicant, without the need for a formal 
decision. This case also demonstrates that 
the weight of public interest factors can vary 
depending on the particular character of 
information, even when it concerns the same 
subject matter.

Case study: Informal resolution by a review team  
– third party objections to disclosure

Figure 5. Percentage of reviews resolved informally
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The applicant sought access to a range of 
documents relating to a Council property 
acquisition. Due to the estimated large 
volume of responsive documents and the 
extensive nature of anticipated third party 
consultation, Council invited the applicant 
to narrow the scope of the terms of the 
application. The applicant did not agree to 
change the application scope and Council 
decided to refuse to deal with the application 
on the basis that processing it would be a 
substantial and unreasonable diversion of 
Council’s resources. The applicant sought 
external review of that decision.

On external review, the applicant agreed 
to narrow the scope of the terms of the 
application. We put the narrowed scope to 
Council and although the narrowed scope 
reduced the number of responsive pages 
from an estimated 20,000 to less than 5,000, 
Council argued that processing the narrowed 
application would still be a substantial 
and unreasonable diversion of Council’s 
resources. We assessed Council’s detailed 
breakdown of its processing estimate and 
formed a preliminary view that Council 
could refuse to deal with the application 
because the work involved in dealing with 
the narrowed application, given the way 
it was framed, would substantially and 
unreasonably divert Council’s resources from 
their use in Council’s functions. We invited 
the applicant to respond to our preliminary 
view if they did not agree with the expressed 
view and wished to proceed with the review.  
The applicant did not respond to us and the 
external review was finalised informally.

Case study: Informal resolution by a review team
– substantial and unreasonable diversion of resources

Written decisions
A written decision is one in which the Information 
Commissioner or delegate affirms, varies or sets 
aside the agency decision under review and makes a 
substituting decision.

The Information Commissioner must publish written 
decisions. These decisions, and reasons for decision,  
are published on our website.

In 2015–16 we made 48 written decisions: 33 of these 
were made under the RTI Act and 15 under the IP Act. 

Decisions of interest
We received two applications for external review of 
decisions made by Queensland Treasury under the RTI 
Act on behalf of the Board of the State Public Sector 
Superannuation Scheme (Board), refusing access to 
information. One of these external reviews settled 
informally after the applicant did not contest our 
preliminary view that access to the information in issue 
may be refused. The other went to formal decision,  
in which we did not accept that the information  
in issue was commercially sensitive information.  
The two external reviews are summarised below.

It is noted that the Revenue and Other Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2016 was introduced and referred to 
the Finance and Administration Committee on 16 June 
2016. This occurred after our view and formal decision 
on the matters presented here. The Bill is to amend 
Schedule 2, part 2 of the RTI Act to remove the QSuper 
Board’s functions from the operation of the RTI Act. The 
explanatory notes advise, that the reason to exempt the 
QSuper Board from the RTI Act’s operation is to maintain 
the confidentiality of the QSuper Board’s commercial 
sensitive information in an open fund environment.                          
External review settled informally concerning 
the Board of Trustees of the State Public Sector 
Superannuation Scheme
The external review that was settled informally on a 
preliminary view concerned an application to the Board 
for access to information relating to any proposals to 
allow QSuper to become a ‘public offer’ fund, i.e. one 
open to all members of the community, and not state 
public servants alone, and to permit public servants to 
choose their own superannuation fund. Access to the 
requested information was refused, and the applicant 
applied to us to review that decision.

On external review, the Board agreed to release some 
information to the applicant. We conveyed to the 
applicant the preliminary view that the balance of the 
information dealt with in the Board’s decision was:

•	 not relevant to the application, or

•	 comprised exempt information to which access may 
be refused under the RTI Act, or 

•	 comprised information disclosure of which would, 
on balance, be contrary to the public interest, as 
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information the release of which could reasonably 
be expected to prejudice and/or adversely affect 
QSuper’s business, commercial or financial affairs. 

The applicant did not seek to contest our preliminary 
view, and the review was resolved informally.

Seven Network (Operations) Limited and the 
Board of Trustees of the State Public Sector 
Superannuation Scheme [2015] QICmr 33 (14 
December 2015)
A second external review concerned an application 
for access to information detailing the overseas travel 
expenses of the Chief Executive Officer of QSuper Ltd 
since 1 January 2013. This review was determined by way 
of formal decision, in which the RTI Commissioner set 
aside the decision of the Board refusing access to the 
requested information.  

The Board argued that disclosure of the requested travel 
expenses information would, on balance, be contrary to 
the public interest. The Board questioned the applicant’s 
motives in seeking access to the information, and 
contended that its release could result in the applicant 
misunderstanding the information.  

The Board further argued that disclosure could 
reasonably be expected to prejudice and/or have an 
adverse effect on its business, commercial and financial 
affairs and competitive commercial activities, and would 
cause a public interest harm by disclosing information 
possessed of a commercial value.  

The RTI Commissioner rejected the Board’s arguments.  
Submissions concerning the applicant’s motives and 
comprehension of requested information, the RTI 
Commissioner noted that these raised matters the RTI 
Act expressly prescribed to be irrelevant and which were 
thus not to be taken into account.  

In relation to the balance of the Board’s public interest 
arguments, the RTI Commissioner was not satisfied 
that the Board had established that disclosure of 
relevant information—a high-level summary comprised 
of basic, generalised information covering a short time 
period—could reasonably be expected to have any of the 
prejudices or adverse effects required to enliven relevant 
non-disclosure considerations.

On the other hand, the RTI Commissioner considered 
that several considerations existed favouring release 
of the requested information. In this regard, the RTI 
Commissioner was satisfied that disclosure could 
reasonably be expected to promote open discussion of 
public affairs, and to enhance the accountability of the 
Board—four of nine of which are selected by government, 
and all of whom are Ministerially appointed—for its 
oversight of QSuper’s Chief Executive Officer.  The RTI 
Commissioner further considered that release of the 
information would contribute to positive and informed 
debate on important issues, noting that the Board was 
responsible for the largest superannuation fund in 
Queensland and that costs incurred in funding the travel 
of a Chief Executive Officer responsible for a scheme 
affecting the financial security of over half a million State 

employee members was an important issue or matter of 
serious interest.

In the circumstances, the RTI Commissioner could not 
be satisfied that disclosure of the information requested 
by the applicant would, on balance, be contrary to the 
public interest. The RTI Commissioner set aside the 
decision of the Board refusing access, and found there 
was no basis to refuse access to the information under 
the RTI Act.

A further discussion of interest in 2015–16 is 
summarised below.

Queensland Newspapers Pty Ltd and Ipswich City 
Council [2015] QICmr 30 (26 November 2015)
Review nos. 312354 and 312421

This decision concerned two applications made to the 
Ipswich City Council (the Council) under the RTI Act 
for access to information concerning overseas travel 
by Council personnel in respect of the business of a 
Council-owned, Ipswich City Properties Pty Ltd (ICP).  
The Council's decisions were to the effect that requested 
documents were not in its possession or under its 
control, but rather documents of ICP, to which the 
Council had no right of access. 

The RTI Commissioner accepted the Council’s 
argument. Having reviewed relevant authorities, the 
RTI Commissioner concluded that as ICP was a separate 
legal entity possessed of distinct corporate personhood; 
its documents were not documents in the possession  
or under the control of the Council. Accordingly,  
any relevant document ICP might possess was not a 
‘document of an agency’ for the purposes of section 12 
of the RTI Act.   

The RTI Commissioner acknowledged that the conclusion 
reached may seem incongruous, in light of the fact 
that the Council was the sole shareholder of ICP, all 
of ICP’s directors were elected officials or Council 
employees, and the fact the reason for the company’s 
incorporation was stated to be to support Council’s 
commercial activities. The RTI Commissioner concluded, 
however, that she was bound to observe ICP’s corporate 
personhood, a long-standing concept of the general 
law which, in this case, operated to the effect that ICP 
documents were not documents in the possession or 
under the control of the Council.

The RTI Commissioner did note that council-owned 
companies such as ICP are directly subject to the 
oversight of the Auditor-General under the  
Auditor-General Act 2009 (Qld). 

Conversely, and while acknowledging it was not an issue 
she was required to determine (as the applicant had 
lodged its access applications with the Council, and not 
ICP directly), the RTI Commissioner observed that the 
definition of ‘public authority’ as contained in section 
16 of the RTI Act did not appear sufficiently broad to 
encompass entities such as ICP.    
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Appeals
An external review participant is able to appeal to QCAT 
against a decision of the Information Commissioner on a 
question of law.

During the 2015–16 reporting period five appeals were 
made to QCAT by external review applicants in relation to 
decisions of the Information Commissioner.

Three matters not finalised in QCAT from previous years, 
were carried over into this period. During 2015–16 QCAT 
finalised three matters. One matter was withdrawn by 
the applicant prior to hearing and two appeals were 
dismissed on the basis the applicant had not established 
a question of law.

Seven matters remain under consideration by QCAT as at 
30 June 2016. Of these, two are awaiting a decision and 
five have yet to be heard.

Judicial review of decisions
Written decisions of the Information Commissioner may 
be judicially reviewed by the Queensland Supreme Court 
under the Judicial Review Act 1991 (Qld). No applications 
for a statutory order of review were made to the Supreme 
Court during 2015–16.

Ensuring quality resolution and timely 
decision making
Timeliness was a key focus for us in managing external 
review processes.

Past surveys have shown that both applicants and 
agencies clearly value timeliness in dealing with and 
finalising external reviews. Accordingly our established 
service standards and targets allow us to compare our 
performance over time.

Since the 2011–12 Service Delivery Statement, our 
performance/efficiency measure for the number of 
external reviews open for more than 12 months at the 
end of the financial year has been set at zero percent.  
We did not meet this service standard target in 2015–16. 

Figure 6 shows there were six external reviews that were 
open for more than 12 months as at 30 June 2016. 
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We were not able to meet the target of 90 median days to 
finalise a review. In 2015–16 the median days to finalise  
a review was 98 days. 
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The anticipated loss of timeliness was identified in  
both the 2013–142 and 2014–153  Annual Reports. These 
standards were not met for a number of reasons. In 
2013–14, we lost access to the temporary resources used 
to meet the unfunded additional demand that had 
existed since commencement of the legislation in 2009.4 

The loss of these resources is still being felt. We have 
been affected by long term uncertainty concerning 
external review resourcing. This led to an increased 
turnover of temporary staff and the consequential use 
of resources outlaid in the process of recruitment and 
training of new staff with the eventual loss of temporary 
staff as they find permanent positions elsewhere. This 
funding uncertainty remains an issue until the strategic 
review of the office is commenced and completed, with 
recommendations made, considered and implemented.  

There are a number of other reasons why external 
reviews do not settle quickly. These reasons were 
outlined earlier in the discussion of why matters may  
not resolve informally. The most usual being the 
complexity of the issues or the number of third parties 
requiring consultation. 

In recent years with the contracting out of some of 
government services, private companies are increasingly 
having to be consulted about access to contract 
documents. Often, they are unaware of the application 
of the RTI and IP legislation and the principles of 
accountability and scrutiny to their dealings with 
government and the use of public funds.

On occasions, delays are due to difficulties in getting one 
of the parties to focus submissions on the relevant issue 
or to intractability in resolving the matter informally 
leading inevitably to a formal written decision.

2  Office of the Information Commissioner 2013–14 Annual Report page 5.
3 Office of the Information Commissioner 2014–15 Annual Report page 4.
4  Funding for these additional resources was not granted in 2014–15,  

it was reinstated in 2015–16 and has not been granted for the 2016–17 
reporting period.

Figure 7. Median days to finalise a review

Figure 6. Number of open reviews more than 12 months old
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Timeliness however remains a very important 
performance measure. We continued to place a strong 
emphasis on early resolution and informal resolution 
and the project management of external review matters. 

Figure 8 sets out the percentage of applications finalised 
within nine, six and three months. This indicates our 
timeliness has remained largely consistent with previous 
reporting periods.

2011–
12

2012–
13

2013–
14

2014–
15

2015–
16

9 mths 74.8% 89.3% 89.4% 88% 84%

6 mths 63.7% 78.6% 73% 75% 72%

3 mths 50.6% 58.5% 44.6% 51% 47%

Figure 8. Percentage of applications finalised

Quality
There is a natural tension between the expectation 
of a quick outcome and the necessity to deal with the 
external review in a fair and impartial manner by giving 
participants the opportunity to make submissions  
and respond to our preliminary views where they may  
be affected.

We recognise this and in conducting external reviews,  
we communicate with applicants and agencies 
frequently in a clear manner. Parties are regularly 
advised about the progress of the review and possible 
timeframes for finalisation.

Our 2015–16 Agency Survey found that agency 
satisfaction with the time taken to resolve external 
reviews was 87 percent. Ninety one percent of
agencies were satisfied with the way external reviews 
were conducted. 

We acknowledge that not all applicants will be satisfied 
with the outcome or timeliness of their external review. 
As part of our continuous improvement processes we 
reviewed applicant and agency feedback and where 
appropriate, introduce measures to deliver better 
services.

Applicant satisfaction with the 
conduct of the review
In 2015–16, applicants were surveyed, if their 
applications for external review required a substantive 
review. If an application did not proceed to review 
because, for example it was outside our jurisdiction, the 
applicant was not surveyed. Consistent with previous 
years when seeking applicant feedback, an applicant 
who had more than one review in the year was surveyed 
only once for the year and surveys were sent following 
the file closure letter. 

72% of applicants were satisfied overall 
with the review service. Target 70%.

The following quote is a survey response from an 
applicant who was a prisoner in a correctional facility. He 
had sought access to his medical records from a Hospital 
and Health Service. The applicant had been refused 
access to these records and he applied to us for an 
external review. Our preliminary view was that the 
agency was entitled to refuse access to these records. 
The applicant provided a further submission outlining 
the public interest in him accessing these records (to 
assist his rehabilitation and reform) which we accepted. 
We were able to negotiate a resolution between the 
parties which both accepted. In his response to the 
survey, the applicant emphasised that as a prisoner he 
would have been disadvantaged if he had not had the 
ability to effectively communicate with us in writing, 
however he was impressed that we had considered his 
submissions and changed our view. He advised amongst 
other things, “I wish to thank the OIC for its role in 
releasing my records to me. One measure of a society’s 
quality is how it treats its lowest members.”

Agency satisfaction with the conduct 
of the review
We encourage agencies to provide regular feedback 
about specific issues and seek to explain or address 
these concerns. We also seek feedback about our 
services when we meet with agencies throughout 
Queensland, to ensure we address issues, continuously 
improve our services and improve awareness about  
our functions.

91% of agencies were satisfied with the 
conduct of external reviews. Target 75%.

Further measures to ensure 
effectiveness and efficiencies
At the closure of every external review, the file was 
reviewed to determine what issues were considered 
and whether our information resources or annotated 
legislation needed to be modified to reflect a new 
interpretation of the RTI and IP legislation arising out of 
the external review. Also, if an external review was not 
completed within 12 months, a report of the reasons for 
the delay was required and examined to identify what 
measures might be taken to ensure similar external 
reviews in the future are dealt with in as timely a manner 
as possible.

We maintained comprehensive case and knowledge 
management systems to ensure the quality of our 
external review informal resolution and decision 
making services. Our annotated legislation continued 
to be publicly available on our website and references 
particular provisions where key cases and decisions 
have been made that we relied on when interpreting
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them. As well as the annotated legislation, external 
review staff accessed an extensive database of  
internal resources.

External Review staff assisted and delivered specialised 
fast track negotiation training and targeted better 
decision making training to agencies.

We received a vast amount of ‘information in issue’ 
that must be considered when reviewing agency 
decisions. Under our legislation, we must also return 
this information once the external review is finalised. 
This caused a large amount of resources and time 
to be expended in both receiving and delivering this 
information. To improve this process, in 2015–16 
we acquired and commenced trialling a web-based 
secure file transfer service called File Catalyst for 
implementation in 2016–17. 

Provided through Queensland Parliamentary Services, 
File Catalyst creates a temporary secure portal to our 
servers allowing stakeholders to transfer documents, 
such as information in issue in an external review and 
large documents, to us online.  

The secure transfer of documents to and from us is vital. 
File Catalyst is not a cloud based storage system and the 
data is encrypted during transmission. It is expected to 
be fully operational in 2016–17.

Applications for financial  
hardship status
Under section 67 of the RTI Act, a non-profit organisation 
may apply to the Information Commissioner for financial 
hardship status. Where financial hardship status is 
granted, the decision has effect for one year from the 
date of the decision. During 2015–16 the Information 
Commissioner received four application from
non-profit organisations for financial hardship status. 
Two applications were granted and two were withdrawn.
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Objective two

Provide an independent, timely and fair 
privacy complaint mediation service

Key activity
•	 Promote within agencies a culture that 

recognises the benefit of early resolution of 
privacy complaints through mediation.

•	 Engage with complainants to explain the process 
and manage expectations.

Service area two: 
Our privacy advice and complaint 
mediation service

Objective five

Assist agencies to achieve compliance  
with the privacy principles

Key activity
•	 Provide independent expert advice and 

assistance to agencies.

•	 Promote agencies’ early engagement of OIC 
privacy services.

•	 Conduct reviews and provide recommendations 
on both specific and systemic matters.

•	 Determine whether in public interest to  
approve waiver applications through formal 
written decisions.

Service standard 2011–16 target Achievement
2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16

Percentage of complainants         
satisfied with the mediation 
service

70%
Insufficient 
meaningful 

data+

Insufficient 
meaningful 

data+
100%

Insufficient 
meaningful 

datau

Insuffiient 
meaningful 

datau

Percentage of agencies 
satisfied with the privacy 
complaint mediation service 
provided

75% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Percentage of privacy 
complaints finalised  
to received

100% 93% 88% 128% 90% 107%

Mean average days to make  
a decision whether to accept  
a privacy complaint

14 days n/a* n/a* 25 days^ 19 days 22 days

Mean average days to finalise 
an accepted privacy complaint 90 days n/a* n/a* 142 

days^ 123 days 83 days

Number of advices, 
consultations and submissions n/a n/a* n/a* n/a* 204 227

Participation in meetings, 
regional visits and 
information sessions

  n/a n/a* n/a* n/a* 30 147

Number of reviews conducted n/a n/a* n/a* n/a* 1 0

Figure 9. Privacy advice and complaint mediation service standards

*Not a Service Standard during this reporting period. + The number of complaints received was too low for the measure to be meaningful.  
^ New measure included in 2013-14 Queensland State Budget – Service Delivery Statements – Office of the Information Commissioner.  
u There was a low response rate of completed surveys from complainants.     
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Providing agency advice  
and assistance
In 2015–16 we provided 191 advices and 17 consultations 
on new agency programs and projects and 19 
submissions on a range of matters relating to information 
privacy. We also participated in 147 meetings, regional 
visits and information sessions. 

A key activity in this service area is to assist agencies  
to achieve compliance with the privacy principles.  
This assistance ranged from providing verbal and  
written advice on privacy issues through to more detailed 
consultation on agency projects and  
programs to active participation on working groups  
and specialist committees. 

We engaged with agencies and other entities providing 
privacy advice and assistance. Many of these involved 
multiple and/or ongoing contacts with the agency over 
an extended period of time; some have continued from 
previous financial years. While the core business of 
agency compliance with the privacy principles in the 
IP Act remains the predominant topic for assistance, 
information sharing both within government and with 
entities outside of government has been the most 
significant topic of enquiry. 

Figure 10 shows a breakdown of who made contact with 
our privacy service during 2015–16. 

The past year has seen privacy receive considerable 
attention globally. From Apple Inc. vs Federal Bureau of 
Investigation to Data shields and Panama Documents, 
privacy and data protection have become front page news. 
At the same time technology and innovation are advancing 
at a rapid pace. 

Significantly, while cyber security, big data breaches 
and hacks have occupied headlines, it is the simple 
things that have generated the most privacy complaints 
in Queensland. In 2015–16, over a third of privacy 
complaints against Queensland agencies have arisen 
from simple matters like incorrect email addresses or 
poor complaint management and investigative practices. 
We have focused training, awareness activities and other 
efforts at both ends of the spectrum, urging agencies to 
be increasingly aware of and manage cyber threats but 
at the same time urge employees to play their role on 
the simple and obvious risks for privacy in the general 
workplace.

As in previous years, a great deal of our activity has 
focused on encouraging agencies to adopt 
privacy/security by design and engaging with our 
services early. 

Early engagement of our services was a key message 
promoted through Privacy Awareness Week in 2016. We 
were honoured to have the Honourable Yvette D’Ath MP, 
Attorney-General and Minister for Justice and Minister 
for Training and Skills at the official Privacy Awareness 
Week launch on 11 May 2016. The Attorney-General 
emphasised the importance of privacy by design and 
privacy sensitivity in establishing trust in agencies and 
the adoption of innovative service delivery. 

Type of agency Number of 
enquiries

Citizens 13

Community sector organisation 1

Hospital and Health Service 16

Individual 3

Local council 45

Media 1

Private sector organisation 4

Professional association 4

Public authority 43

Queensland State Government 
Department 72

University 10

Commonwealth Government 
Department 2

Total 214

More information about Privcy Awareness Week is 
available in Our assistance and monitoring services 
(see page 29). It is important for the state jurisdiction 
to be informed by developments in the corporate 
sphere as well as internationally. Information flows and 
privacy have no borders in this digital age. Our advice 
and assistance, and policy expertise is enhanced by 
understanding and drawing on developments in, and 
practices and guidance of, other jurisdictions to the 
extent they are relevant to Queensland and the RTI and 
IP Acts. To this end, we strengthened our relationship 
with organisations such as the Queensland Government 
Chief Information Office, International Association on 
Privacy Professionals Australia New Zealand (IAPPANZ), 
Open Data Institute Queensland, Asia Pacific Privacy 
Association and will continue strong collaborations  
with Federal and State counterparts. More information 
about key partnerships and networks is available in Our 
assistance and monitoring (see page 30).

Information sharing
Sharing of personal information held by government 
agencies with other government agencies and other 
entities continues to be a key issue. We regularly met 
with agencies to assist with working through the privacy 
considerations of information sharing initiatives and/or 
incorporating new and emerging technologies in service 
delivery. We continued to be a member of several whole-
of-government working groups on the significant areas 

Figure 10. Breakdown of who made contact with OIC, 2015-16
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of open data, client identity management, digital service 
delivery and more recently cyber-security.

However, privacy is only one of a number of governance 
regimes applying to the information assets of agencies 
and some legislation does not have as much flexibility as 
the privacy principles for privacy sensitive information 
sharing or tackling issues such as domestic and family 
violence. A more recent trend is for agencies to seek these 
flexibilities through legislative amendment and we were 
often consulted on such proposed amendments.

Managing privacy of third parties in  
public submissions 
An agency running a consultation process 
allowed the public to contribute a submission 
on the issue. Contributors to the process 
were advised that their submissions would be 
published as a matter of course unless they 
declared that they wish to be anonymous. The 
agency noticed that a significant number of 
submissions contained not only the personal 
information of the contributor but also third 
parties. These third parties had not agreed 
to have their information published and in 
most cases would not have known about the 
inclusion in the submission.
The agency had been relying on the 
contributors’ express agreement to both 
publishing generally but also publishing online. 
The agency was advised that for the referenced 
third parties, they had not agreed to their 
personal information being published. In the 
absence of another applicable exemption, the 
agency was advised that it would potentially 
be breaching the third parties’ privacy by 
publishing these submissions in full. 
The agency undertook that to ensure 
compliance, it would advise contributors 
that they should not include the personal 
information of identifiable third parties in 
their submissions and if they did so, the 
agency reserved the right to redact these 
parts of their submission and then publish 
their submission in part only.

Case study: Advice and assistance to agencies

Submissions
We made a number of formal and informal submissions 
to parliamentary inquiries, commissions, and to state 
government including the following:

•	 Submission to the Legal Affairs and Community  
Safety Committee on the Inquiry into a Human Rights 
Act for Queensland

•	 Submission to the Commonwealth Attorney-General’s 
Department consultation on the draft Privacy 
Amendment (Notification of Serious Data Breaches) 
Bill 2015; and 

•	 Informal submission to the Department of Premier and 
Cabinet on the draft Intergovernmental agreement on 
Identity Matching Services. 

More information about other submissions is available in 
Our assistance and monitoring service (see page 32).

Received Finalised
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Figure 11.  Privacy complaints received and finalised

Privacy complaint  
mediation service
Figure 11 depicts that in 2015–16 we received 56 privacy 
complaints and closed 61. As of 30 June 2016 the oldest 
privacy complaint was three months. These figures are 
consistent with the number of  privacy complaints received 
and closed in previous reporting periods. 

Timely privacy complaint resolution
We continued to discharge our responsibility to achieve 
resolution of privacy complaints through mediation. 
The resolution rate for the 2015–16 reporting period 
was 47 percent which is consistent with previous years. 
A notable difference from previous years was agency 
willingness to consider and pay amounts of financial 
compensation for ‘injury to the complainant’s feelings’ 
in cases where the fact that there had been a privacy 
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The service standard target for making a decision 
whether to accept a privacy complaint was 14 mean 
average days. Our reported result for this period is 22 
mean average days. This increase was largely impacted 
by two complex matters where extensive time was given 
to complainants and agencies to consider the matters 
and respond to preliminary enquiries. As a result, the 
mean average days performance outcome can be unduly 
influenced by a small number of outliers. 

Similar to previous years, the small number of 
matters mean that if just one is complex and takes a 
correspondingly longer amount of time to investigate and 
consider, the average number can be notably skewed. In 
2015–16, one such complex matter took 115 days before 
a decision could be made on acceptance. If this one 
matter was discounted, the figure drops to 15 days. 

The acceptance rate of privacy complaints for the 
2015–16 period was 29 percent which is consistent with 
previous years. 

The reasons that the Information Commissioner may decline 
to deal with a privacy complaint and/or decide not to accept 
a privacy complaint fall into the following categories:

1. Not authorised to deal with the
    privacy complaint.

For example, no jurisdiction5

•	 the respondent was not an agency as defined in 
section 18 of the IP Act; for example the entity 
complained about was a Commonwealth Government 
agency or a private sector organisation

•	 the privacy principles do not apply to the document of 
the entity or in relation to a particular function of the 
entity, or the agency complained about is an exempt 
agency under Schedules 1 and 2 of the IP Act

•	 the act or practice being complained about is not 
in connection with the agency’s privacy obligations 
under the IP Act; or

•	 it does not concern the personal information of  
the complainant.

2.  Had not met the requirements for a  
privacy complaint.

The complainant has not first complained to the relevant 
entity and given it appropriate time to respond.6

5  Section 164 of the IP Act.
6 Section 166(3) of the IP Act.

3.  The Information Commissioner may decline to deal 
with or to further deal with a privacy complaint in 
circumstances including:

•	 where 12 months has elapsed since the complainant 
first became aware of the act or practice the subject of 
the complaint7

•	 the complaint is ‘frivolous, vexatious, misconceived 
or lacking in substance8

•	 there is a more appropriate course of action available 
under another Act to deal with substance of the 
complaint;9 or

•	 although the complainant made the complaint to the 
respondent as required under section 166(3) of the 
IP Act, in the circumstances, the respondent has not 
yet had an adequate opportunity to deal with the 
complaint or part.10

In the most part the facts upon which a decision to 
accept are made are readily available—for example, 
whether or not the complainant has first made their 
privacy complaint to the respondent and if so, the 
date that privacy complaint was made. Where the 
facts are more difficult to work through, and/or there 
are legal arguments involved, the process can be 
more drawn out. Our experience since the target of 14 
mean average days was established is that it remains 
appropriate for the majority of privacy complaints 
although the end result has consistently been skewed 
by outliers given the relatively small number of privacy 
complaints. The upcoming strategic review of the office 
will afford an opportunity to consider this target to 
ensure it encourages good service delivery timeliness 
balanced with allowing further time in exceptional or 
complex matters.

The service standard target for mean average days to 
finalise an accepted privacy complaint was 90 days.

The mean average days to finalise an accepted privacy 
complaint in 2015–16 was 83 days. 

Once we make a decision to accept a privacy complaint 
our sole responsibility becomes to ‘take all reasonable 
steps to cause the complaint to be mediated’. We have
no power to make any determination, order or 
recommendation concerning the privacy complaint. 

While we were able to provide both parties to the privacy 
complaint with neutral information concerning the 
privacy principles and their interpretation, we were not 
able to provide an opinion as to whether the principles 
had been breached in any particular circumstance. 

7 Section 168(1)(f) of the IP Act.
8  Section 168(1)(c) of the IP Act. While these terms also have commonly 

understood meanings, they are long-established classifications in 
administrative decision-making. They encompass the capacity to decide 
to not accept a  privacy complaint on the basis that the respondent’s 
actions fell within an exemption or exception in the IP Act.

9 Section 168(1)(d) of the IP Act.
10 Section 168(1)(e) of the IP Act.

breach was not at issue. A further observation was 
increasingly complainants' willingness to advance 
unsuccessfully mediated privacy complaints to QCAT. 
In the reporting period there was a noted increase in 
complainants seeking referral to QCAT. The number of 
referrals remain small and it is too early to tell whether 
this trend is isolated to the 2015–16 reporting period or a 
sign of the maturity of the privacy jurisdiction generally. 
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This measure reflected our commitment to deal with 
privacy complaints in a timely manner. Ultimately, the 
time taken to finalise a privacy complaint is substantially 
dependent both on the individual circumstance of each 
complaint and the participation of the parties to it. 

Mediation can require protracted negotiations between 
the parties who may not necessarily be in the same 
location in Queensland, or otherwise available to meet in 
person. Most mediations occur remotely through postal 
correspondence, email and telephone discussions. 

Where a mediated outcome for a privacy complaint is 
negotiated involving even a small amount of financial 
compensation, delays often occur in obtaining 
authorisation. 

Agency and complainant satisfaction 
with the privacy and mediation service
Timely resolution of privacy complaints is one of the 
contributors to agency and client satisfaction and one of 
the service standards against which our performance  
is measured.

Other measures include:

•	 complainant survey results. A survey of complainants 
was conducted once the privacy complaint was finalised. 
Three responses were received in 2015–16; and

•	 agency survey results. All agencies were surveyed  
in 2015–16.

The surveys seek feedback on our performance in 
administering privacy complaints including:

•	 the information provided during the privacy complaint 
process being clear and useful

•	 whether the timeliness of actions taken during the 
privacy complaint process were satisfactory; and

•	 overall satisfaction with the privacy complaint process.

One hundred percent or eight of those complainants and 
agencies that responded were satisfied or very satisfied 
with the privacy service provided. 

We received a relatively small number of privacy 
complaints and consequently the number of complainants 
surveyed on their satisfaction with the mediation service is 
also relatively small. We often received informal feedback 
throughout the course of a privacy complaint. It is possible 
that a complainant may not feel that it is necessary to 
return a survey when they have already provided informal 
and detailed feedback. We are investigating whether 
alternative methods, such as an online form, could provide 
a higher response rate to surveys.

“I would like to thank the OIC and [the 
privacy officer] in particular for the 

great assistance that was provided.”

– Complainant comment

Of the 22 accepted privacy complaints in 2015–16,      
43 percent were successfully mediated, 47 percent were 
not and 10 percent of complainants chose to discontinue 
their privacy complaint. 

43% 47%

10%

successfully
 mediated

unsuccessful 
mediation

complaint discontinued

Referral to QCAT
If during the course of the mediation it does not appear 
to the Information Commissioner reasonably likely that 
resolution of the privacy complaint could be achieved, 
the commissioner must give written notice of this 
decision to the complainant and the respondent agency.

If asked by the complainant, the Information Commissioner 
must refer the privacy complaint to QCAT.11 

Seven complainants requested that their privacy 
complaint be referred to QCAT in 2015–16 which is  
a notable increase from last year’s single referral. We 
currently play no role in QCAT as OIC is not a party in 
privacy complaint proceedings and plays a limited role in 
fact finding in its mediation role. Since commencement 
of the IP Act in 2009, there have been a total of
 19 referrals to QCAT. We are aware of only five reported 
decisions to date arising from these referrals. Two 
notable decisions this year include the first known 
decision involving use of a body-worn camera and a 
decision involving leave to have the parties legally 
represented in the hearing.

11  Part 4 of Chapter 5 of the IP Act.

Figure 12.  Breakdown of privacy complaints mediation
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The respondent agency promptly 
acknowledged that human error had led 
to the merging of similar but separate 
accounts, and the subsequent disclosure of 
the Complainant’s personal information to 
the third party. The respondent agency also 
acknowledged that none of the permitted 
exemptions in Information Privacy Principle 11 
could be applied to this action.

The mediation process
In our independent and impartial role, we 
worked with the complainant and respondent 
agency to discuss issues, help the agency 
understand the consequences that resulted 
and consider practical steps that could be 
taken to avoid recurrence and to remedy  
the damage.

The agency immediately took steps to 
separate the accounts and to remedy the 
damage that the complainant had suffered. 
Among a range of remedial actions taken  
by the agency was an apology. 

The following is an excerpt from the written 
apology that was provided:

I confirm that due to an error by [agency], 
your personal information was inadvertently 
disclosed to a third party. This caused you 
some embarrassment and created genuine 
concern for you about future risks regarding 
the misuse of your identity. As a result you 
took positive steps to resolve the matter, and 
suffered some inconvenience as a result.

On behalf of [agency] I sincerely apologise for 
the error and the inconvenience it has caused 
you. Although the error was inadvertent, 
[agency] takes its privacy obligations very 
seriously and any release of personal 
information is not acceptable. Accordingly 
[agency] has taken active steps to address 
this issue and reduce the risk of this type 
of error recurring, by reviewing procedures 
and providing feedback and training to staff. 
Both the complainant and the agency were 
satisfied with the outcome and consistent with 
many of the complaints that go to mediation, 
an apology went a long way to restoring the 
relationship between the parties. 

Case study: Successful mediation of a privacy complaint – apology and responsive action by agency

A privacy complaint was successfully mediated in 
early 2016 because the respondent agency:

•	 acknowledged that the incident that was the 
subject of the complaint occurred through a 
shortfall in its administrative processes

•	 quickly took steps to remedy that shortfall; and

•	 provided the complainant with a sincere apology. 

An apology can be a significant step to resolving a 
privacy complaint. An appropriate apology is often 
the main outcome sought by a complainant and 
may assist to maintain or restore a relationship, 
which is particularly important where there will 
be ongoing interactions between the complainant 
and the respondent.

In this complaint, the respondent’s positive 
response to the complaint and apology were 
significant factors in resolving this complaint. 

The complaint
The complainant was a current customer of an 
agency. Personal information which included their 
address, date of birth and driver licence number, 
was held by the agency in its customer database, 
together with details of the customer’s account 
history with the agency.

The Complainant became aware that their personal 
information had been disclosed to a third party 
after the third party contacted them advising of 
their receipt of the Complainant’s information in 
correspondence sent to them by the Respondent 
Agency. The Complainant first complained to the 
respondent agency and brought their complaint to 
the Office of the Information Commissioner after 
45 business days had passed and they had not 
received a response from the respondent agency. 

The alleged breach of the  
privacy principles
We contacted the respondent agency. The 
respondent agency investigated the complaint and 
found that the Complainant’s user account had 
been administratively merged with the third party 
on the basis that they had the same first name, 
surname and date of birth. This resulted in the 
third party receiving the Complainant’s personal 
information.
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Assessing waiver applications
Section 157 of the IP Act allows an agency or bound 
contracted service provider to apply to the Information 
Commissioner for approval to not comply with the 
privacy principles or to comply in a different way. 
Approval will only be granted where the Information 
Commissioner is satisfied that the waiver or modification 
is more strongly in the public interest than compliance 
with the principles.

During 2015–16, we did not receive any applications for 
waivers or modifications of the privacy principles.

Future Challenges
Some of the challenges ahead are:

•	 increasing vigilance in data protection and security, 
particularly the most sensitive person information. 
We note that the state government and the federal 
government has increased funding in this regard. The 
Federal Government has also recently released its 
Cyber Security Strategy

•	 big data, data sharing, analytics and de-identification

•	 growth in the use of digital video recordings as 
indicated in our Camera surveillance and privacy 
follow-up review

•	 striking the right balance for security-terror and 
crime detection and prevention vs need for proper 
process with National Biometric Facial Recognition 
Capability; and

•	 keeping abreast of technological developments such 
as drones, autonomous vehicles artificial intelligence 
and virtual reality.
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Objective three

Improve agencies’ practices in right to 
information and information privacy

Key activity
•	 Provide training, tools and practical resources.

•	 Monitor, audit and report on agencies’ 
compliance with the legislation.

•	 Build key partnerships and networks.

Service area three: 
Our assistance and monitoring service

Objective four
Promote greater awareness of right to 
information and information privacy in  
the community and within government

Key activity
•	 Inform agencies and the community about 

information rights and responsibilities.

•	 Provide information and assistance to the 
community and agencies through authoritative 
online resources and enquiry service advice.

•	 Advise and influence key stakeholders on 
emerging trends and issues of significance.

•	 Assist agencies to increase the flow of 
information to the community by encouraging 
information rich websites with clear pathways  
to access information.

Figure 13. Assistance and monitoring service standards

Service standard 2011–16 target Achievement
2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16

Percentage of agencies 
satisfied with the 
information and assistance 
provided by OIC

80% 100% 97% 99% 96% 100%

Percentage of agencies 
satisfied with the quality of 
information provided

75% 98% 100% 97% 97% 100%

Number of training activities 
provided 30 31 35 36 32 35

Number of people trained 500 1,027 2,983 8,479 6,913 9,295

Percentage of course 
participants satisfied with 
sessions

75% 99% 99% 88% 98% 99%

Number of awareness 
activities conducted 190 557 341 303 337 421

Number of enquiry (written 
and oral) responses  2,500 3,459 3,686 3,974 3,980 4,686

Number of website visits 80,000 64,173 76,450 97,216 115,215 144,458

Number of monitoring and 
compliance activities 10 178 106 47 31 69
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Information and assistance
One of our functions is to provide information and 
assistance to agencies and members of the community on 
the interpretation and application of the RTI and IP Acts. 

100%  satisfaction rating in the 2015–16 
Agency Survey for the information and 

assistance provided. Target 75 %. 

The Information and Assistance team operated the 
Enquiries Service from 8:30am to 4:30pm Monday to 
Friday. Enquiries were received through the phone service, 
email, letters and faxes. During 2015–16, 4,686 responses 
were provided to agencies and the community  
(see Figure 14). 

Figure 14. Number of enquiries
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This was a significant increase from the previous 
reporting period. Additionally, enquiries received from 
agencies and from the public were increasingly complex 
and sought more specific and detailed advice about the 
application of particular provisions of the legislation. For 
example, agencies asked for advice on calculating the 
processing and further processing periods of time. If these 
provisions were not followed precisely the consequence 
for the agency was a deemed refusal. The Information and 
Assistance team consulted with other areas of the office 
to ensure we held a consistent view on the interpretation 
and application of these processing provisions. As a 
consequence our guideline was revised to make it clearer 
on how to calculate the processing period and the further 
processing period. 

Trends identified from these enquiries informed other 
work undertaken, such as the production of written 
resources for agencies and the community. During 
2015–16, an increased number of enquiries were received 
from community groups, friends and family members 
who were attempting to help others make an access or 
amendment application. We identified that there was  
a resource needed specifically for those people. The 
information sheet How to Help Someone to Make an 
Access Application was developed and published to
our website.

Emerging technologies, such as CCTV, particularly CCTV 
being used by the public in their own houses and the 
subsequent impact on their neighbours, and
body-worn cameras continued to be of increased concern 
to enquirers in this reporting period.

As part of meeting the increasing sophistication of  
agency enquiries, we developed resources to target 
specific categories of documents for which agencies  
might receive applications. Two examples of these are  
the Coronial Documents and Investigations guideline  
and the Commissions of Inquiry and the RTI Act guideline. 
Both refer to the specific rules that govern those 
categories of documents and pull those together with the 
relevant sections of the RTI Act to help ensure decision 
makers have the tools required to make appropriate 
decisions in situations that, while they may infrequently 
arise, will often involve issues of high sensitivity.

Part of the role Information and Assistance undertakes 
when speaking with community members is to manage 
their expectations with regard to what they are and are 
not likely to gain access to. We continued to focus on 
producing information sheets for the community to help 
them better understand how the RTI Act applies.  

We focused on reviewing significant guidelines to 
increase the benefit they provide to agencies and their 
overall utility for agency decision makers. 

All information resources are available on our website.  
We published 13 new guidelines and information sheets 
and extensively reviewed 36. Many of the guidelines  
we reviewed had been created at the commencement of 
the legislation in July 2009. Over this period, we became 
aware that some of the content of the guidelines was not 
required while other guidelines needed to be updated 
to reflect our current interpretation of the legislation 
as well as to respond to the enquiries received from 
agencies and applicants and clarify the guidelines. That 
is to improve their readability and usability. We also took 
the opportunity during this revision to consolidate a 
number of guidelines reducing duplication. 

“The OIC Team [was] exceptionally professional, 
helpful and really assisted in making me able to do my 

role better. Thanks for all your hard work!”
– Agency Survey comment
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100% of respondents to the 2015  
OIC Agency Survey indicated that they 
found our guidelines and information 

sheets clear and useful.  

Sample of agency guidelines:

•	 Refusal to Deal – All Documents Exempt

•	 RTI Myths – Busted

•	 Applications for Tender Documents

•	 Coronial Documents and Investigations

•	 Commissions of Inquiry and the RTI Act

•	 Previous Applications for Same Documents (updated)

•	 Documents non-existent or unlocatable (updated); and

•	 Exempt Information – law enforcement and public 
safety (updated).

Information sheets for the community:

•	 Can I Amend my Medical Records?

•	 What is Exempt Information – a guide for applicants

•	 How to Help Someone Make an Access Application

•	 Previous Application for Same Documents – a guide for 
applicants; and

•	 Seeking Access to Documents to Pursue a Legal Remedy.

Training
In 2015–16 we undertook the following activities to 
improve Queensland government agencies’ practices in 
RTI and IP:

•	 face-to-face workshops covering a variety of topics 
across right to information and information privacy

•	 individual courses developed and delivered in 
metropolitan and regional areas in response to 
agencies’ identified needs

•	 online training courses for agency staff required to 
comply with the RTI Act and IP Act, including staff  
of bound contracted service providers; and

•	 webinars.

The following training courses were also offered:

•	 Fast Track Negotiation Skills; and

•	 Decision-writing.

Following the pilot course delivered in 2014-15, 
our decision-writing training was again offered to 
individuals who write decisions under the RTI Act 
and the IP Act. Participants learnt and practised new 
techniques to enhance writing clarity, understanding 
and persuasiveness when providing reasons for an 
information access decision.

During 2015–16, one general course was delivered as 
well as one agency specific course — to the Public Safety 
Business Agency. 

“Roslyn’s session [on plain
English writing] was really good. 

Really good workshop.” 

 – Decision-writing training participant.   

In addition to training for practitioners, specialised 
training was developed for agency staff and others 
according to their role with sessions delivered for council 
staff, senior management, university students and legal 
professionals. For example, we delivered a webinar 
about privacy rights and the operation of the IP Act 
to legal professionals working within the Queensland 
Association of Independent Legal Services.

Staff from our Information and Assistance team and 
Privacy team also engaged with rural and regional 
agencies to provide targeted support to improve 
compliance with the legislation and increase awareness 
of information rights and responsibilities. Training was 
provided to decision-makers, staff and executives across 
regional councils and Hospital and Health Services 
throughout the State. For example, Central Queensland 
Hospital and Health Service, Townsville Hospital and 
Health Service and Central Highlands Regional Council 
received training. Identified issues and challenges 
unique to rural and regional agencies were captured to 
inform the development of additional resources to be 
published on our website in 2016–17.

Our ‘Fast Track Negotiation Skills’ training course 
continued to be delivered in response to demand.  
This course recognises that facilitating access to 
information often involves a series of rapid negotiations 
with a range of internal and external stakeholders.  
It also acknowledges that negotiations deal with highly 
sensitive issues in a time critical and legally complex 
setting. The course draws on the expertise of our staff 
in preparing the course content and co-presenting with 
Professor Tania Sourdin, University of Newcastle.  
This two-day face-to-face training course continued  
to receive favourable participant feedback.

“OIC Staff are always very helpful and 
the information they provide is relevant, 
clear and addresses the initial enquiry.”

– Agency Survey comment

99% of participants in our scheduled 
training were satisfied with the training 

provided. Target 75%. 
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“Fantastic course. Good balance between 
participation and teaching. Really helpful 

in the RTI context and great opportunity  
to build relationships and network.”   

– Fast Track Negotiation Skills  
training participant.   

Online training
Individuals and agencies were able to access our online 
training courses free of charge. We actively encouraged 
Queensland public sector agencies to embed the online 
training into staff induction and internal compliance 
regimes. The courses were designed to offer both general 
awareness of information rights and responsibilities as 
well as more specific application of the RTI and IP Acts.

Our suite of online training courses consist of:

•	 IP Act – general awareness

•	 RTI Act – general awareness

•	 Public Health Agencies and the IP Act

•	 Information obligations for public service officers

•	 Privacy Complaint Management training; and

•	 Access training for decision makers  
(Three separate modules).

During the reporting period, 8,482 
participants completed our online 

training courses.

We continued using web-based technologies to 
maximise learning opportunities for stakeholders 
throughout Queensland, and to increase efficiency of 
resources in meeting the changing needs of agencies. 

In doing so we offered free training webinars. This online 
delivery method allowed interested stakeholders to 
participate regardless of their geographical location.

Training presentations were recorded and made 
available on our website, allowing users to access the 
resource at their discretion. 

 Our web-based training in 2015–16 included:

•	 Privacy Complaint Management (webinar                 
and e-lecture)

•	 Privacy Impact Assessments for Health Agencies 
(e-lecture); and

•	 Privacy training for Queensland Association of 
Independent Legal Services (webinar).

All scheduled and online training is evaluated to  
facilitate continuous improvement and to determine  
the participant’s level of satisfaction with the training.

Figure 15 displays the number of people trained against 
the service standard target over a five-year period.

Figure 15. Number of people trained
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Right to Information Day 2015
In 2015, Right to Information Day was marked on 28 
September under the theme ‘A right to information. Play 
your part’, as it promoted the importance of information 
access rights and responsibilities. It highlighted 
that through making information more accessible, 
government services can be delivered more effectively. 
The Information Commissioner promoted RTI Day through 
media including radio broadcasts to raise community 
awareness about the push model, encouraging listeners 
to use online and administrative access before the last 
resort of the formal application process.

Public sector agencies and private sector organisations 
were invited to join our RTI Day Partner Program. Fifty-five 
partners joined to demonstrate their commitment and 
support for open government while raising awareness 
more broadly. We assisted by developing a range of 
specific resources for partners to use, such as an 
animation, brochures, posters and checklists.

The Solomon Lecture is an integral part of RTI Day 
activities and was delivered by Australian National 
University Emeritus Professor Richard Mulgan on 
“Government resistance to greater transparency: rational 
or self-defeating?” The lecture canvassed a number 
of general strategies for improving public access to 
government information, including less government 
discretion over what and when to publish, less reliance 
on individual requests for information, and greater clarity 
over what documents are non-disclosable. The 2015 
Solomon Lecture was recorded live at an open public 
event and made available on our website.

As part of our RTI Day activities, Professor Mulgan led 
two separate discussions with Queensland Government 
Chief Executives and senior executives that examined a 
number of reasons given for resisting greater disclosure. 
Open and frank discussions focused on fear of increased 
cost, revealing information belonging to others, inferior 
policy outcomes, and of causing political damage to the 
government of the day. Each of these fears has a more 
reasonable basis than is often acknowledged. But each 
fear can be reduced in the light of positive evidence about 
the value of disclosure and within a more nuanced and 
refined case for open government. The highly engaged 
discussions, which included sharing of agency experiences 
and strategies for managing cultural change towards 
greater transparency, actively involving senior leaders in 
considered issues relevant to their RTI responsibilities.  

Privacy Awareness Week 2016
We participated in Privacy Awareness Week (PAW) from 
9 to 15 May 2016, as an active member of the Asia Pacific 
Privacy Authorities. Our awareness-raising featured the 
theme ‘Privacy in your hands’. This theme was aimed at 
both the community and the public sector. PAW included 
an official launch by the Honourable Yvette D’Ath MP, 
Attorney-General and Minister for Justice and Minister for 
Training and Skills. At the launch, Queensland’s Privacy 
Commissioner and Information Commissioner spoke 
about the future challenges and opportunities across the 
information privacy landscape in Queensland, including 
the privacy implications for agencies in adopting emerging 
technologies such as the increasing use of body-worn 
cameras. A keynote presentation was delivered by Ms 
Shara Evans. Ms Evans is internationally acknowledged 
as a cutting edge technology futurist, commentator, 
strategy advisor and thought leader. In her keynote 
presentation, Ms Evans described an array of emerging 
technologies such as wearables, implantables, sensors, 

wireless technologies, Internet-connected devices and 
drones; identifying how they might increase risks to data 
security and privacy; and some of the ethical implications 
involved. The PAW launch was recorded and made 
available on our website to raise awareness more broadly.

In support of PAW we produced a range of resources 
including posters, privacy checklist, a privacy quiz and 
tailored communications collateral for stakeholders to use.

“My colleague and I attended the PAW  
launch this morning, it was both startling
and informative, the keynote speaker was 
absolutely fantastic.”
– PAW launch attendee.

University Emeritus Professor Richard Mulgan presents 
the Solomon Lecture, 28 September 2015.

Futurist Shara Evans delivres her keynote presentation at 
the Privacy Awareness Week launch, 11 May 2016.
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Key partnerships and networks
In 2015–16, we continued to provide assistance to 
agencies and build and maintain key partnerships and 
networks, such as:

•	 Quarterly Right to Information and Information 
Privacy Practitioners’ forums were hosted by us to 
support good practice in the management of right to 
information and information privacy by agencies. In 
continuing to ensure the quarterly RTI/IP Practitioner 
forums remain relevant and meet the needs of 
stakeholders, we convened a steering committee 
of agency representatives to identify topics for 
presentation and discussion at forums. The forums 
attracted increasing numbers of practitioners and 
provided an opportunity for them to build networks 
and share knowledge.

The practitioner network is also maintained and 
managed through a dedicated Practitioner Forum 
email subscription service which is designed to 
facilitate information sharing and communication 
among Queensland government agencies with respect  
to information rights and responsibilities. 

“Love the practitioners forums,  
if only we could get more webcasting 

interaction going so people do not  
need to physically attend (e.g. distance 

and cost to travel).” – Agency feedback

In 2015–16 we continued to host the practitioner forums 
in Brisbane and a number of people participated by 
teleconference. 

•	 Queensland government agencies, public sector 
agency leaders and private sector organisations were 
invited to partner with us for Right to Information Day. 

Fifty-five agencies across a range of sectors and 
stakeholders partnered with us and helped promote 
information rights and responsibilities in Queensland 
as well as highlighting their organisation’s 
commitment to the principles of right to information.

As part of Right to Information Day activities 
we partnered with Queensland’s Public Service 
Commission and hosted a special presentation for 
Queensland Government Chief Executives afnd senior 
executive officers (see page 29). 

•	 We continued to be an active member of the Asia 
Pacific Privacy Authorities. The group is the principal 
forum for privacy and data protection authorities in 
the Asia Pacific region. Members form partnerships 
and exchange ideas about privacy regulation, 
new technologies and the management of privacy 
enquiries and complaints.

•	 The Information Commissioner and Right to 
Information Commissioner met with members of the 
Association of Information Access Commissioners 
to discuss issues and trends relevant to Australian 

and New Zealand jurisdictions, including maximising 
proactive disclosure of information. 

•	 Collaborated with International Association of Privacy 
Practitioners Australia New Zealand (IAPPANZ) and 
participated in their events in Queensland and as a 
member to help facilitate better connections between 
Queensland and Australia’s privacy practitioners.

“Council has been satisfied with the 
services that have been provided by the 

OIC. We have particularly been happy 
with the forums the OIC have hosted for 

RTI/IP contact officers.” – Agency feedback

•	 The Privacy Commissioner participated as a 
member of the Queensland Government Cyber 
Security Committee and attended regular meetings 
contributing to its strategic direction and playing  
a key role in enhancing Queensland Governments 
cyber security.

•	 The Information Commissioner met with the Integrity 
Commissioner, the Chair of the Crime and Corruption 
Commission, the Queensland Ombudsman, the 
Auditor-General and the Public Service Commission 
Chief Executive on a quarterly basis.

•	 We became a corporate supporter of the Open Data 
Institute (ODI) Queensland to further strengthen 
synergies between the open data movement and the 
RTI Act with respect to accessing government-held 
information i.e. datasets. ODI Queensland is unique 
in the global ODI network, having been formed and 
funded by a strong collaboration between private 
industry, academia, research and the community. 

•	 We completed a community engagement project 
to better understand our stakeholders’ needs 
so future service delivery offerings are relevant, 
effective and efficient. Twenty-one stakeholders 
across the social, environmental, legal and economic 
sectors were identified and invited to participate 
in the consultation. Ten stakeholders accepted the 
invitation, including:

– Anglicare

– Ethnic Communities Council of Queensland

– Queensland Conservation Council

– Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Legal Service 

–  Queensland Association of Independent  
Legal Services

– Queensland Public Interest Law Clearing House

– Queensland Advocacy Incorporated; and

– Open Data Institute – Queensland.

Through this community engagement project, we raised 
awareness of our services and information rights for the 
community. During our discussions with stakeholders 
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we identified new resources we could develop, key 
resources we could provide each stakeholder for their 
clients, and further support we could provide. We 
also provided advice and allayed concerns based on 
misunderstandings, and connected people with the right 
government agency to discuss issues further. We found 
the project to be valuable and received good feedback 
from stakeholders. We will continue this approach to 
engaging with stakeholders in 2016-17. 

Promoting through the internet
Our website is a primary communication channel and 
a key source of knowledge for stakeholders on right to 
information and information privacy in Queensland.  
We continue to promote our website to encourage  
visitors to the website to draw on our extensive suite  
of information and other resources.

The website featured tools and resources designed 
to promote awareness of information rights and 
responsibilities of all stakeholders, including members  
of the community and public sector staff.

Our website featured annotated legislation with 
commentary and case references to assist in the 

application of the RTI Act and IP Act.

Other web-based technologies, like social media and 
multi-media, continued to be a valuable and cost 
effective communication tool. Our dedicated YouTube 
Channel, Twitter feed and LinkedIn presence increased 
engagement opportunities and reach to public servants 
and the community.

Promoting through  
other avenues
Throughout the year, we informed stakeholders about 
right to information and information privacy issues 
and developments through a range of communication 
activities including radio interviews, lectures, events, 
presentations, submissions and other publications.

In 2015–16 we continued to provide advice and 
engage with agencies to raise awareness of right to 
information and information privacy, including through 
our monitoring activities. We focused on increasing 
our presence in regional and rural Queensland with our 
executive members and senior staff engaging with their 
counterparts and senior officers from agencies including:

•	 Rockhampton Regional Council

•	 Livingstone Shire Council

•	 North West Hospital and Health Service; and

•	 Central Highlands Regional Council.

The Information Commissioner also met with the North 

West Queensland Regional Organisation of Councils in 
Cloncurry to increase awareness of RTI and IP obligations, 
and current issues, amongst Mayors, Councillors and Chief 
Executive Officers. The North West Queensland Regional 
Organisation of Councils includes eleven councils:

•	 Mount Isa City Council

•	 Burke Shire Council

•	 Carpentaria Shire Council

•	 Cloncurry Shire Council

•	 Croydon Shire Council

•	 Etheridge Shire Council

•	 Flinders Shire Council

•	 McKinlay Shire Council

•	 Mornington Shire Council

•	 Richmond Shire Council

•	 Doomadgee Aboriginal Shire Council.

The Information Commissioner and Privacy Commissioner 
attended Queensland Health’s System Leadership  
Forum which comprises the Department of Health’s 
Director-General and deputies, Queensland Ambulance 
Service Commissioner and the 16 Hospital and Health 
Service chief executives to discuss priorities, issues  
and emerging trends in right to information and 
information privacy. 

The Information Commissioner and Manager, Information 
and Assistance also met with the Senior Executive team 
for the Metro North Hospital and Health Service to raise 
awareness of their RTI and IP obligations, including 
recent issues and our performance monitoring activities. 
The Information Commissioner discussed the recently 
tabled follow-up review on Camera Surveillance and 
Privacy, including expectations for information access. 

The Information Commissioner and staff also raised 
awareness through presentations at community events 
with groups such as Zonta International to mark 
International Women’s Day and The Rotary Club of 
Brisbane. Other presentations were delivered for  
the following groups:

•	 Local Government Association of Queensland

•	 Local Government Managers Australia (Qld)

•	 Records and Information Management Professionals 
Australasia (Qld)

•	 Public Sector Network; and

•	 Queensland Public Interest Law Clearing House.

Our website received 144, 458 visits. 
Target 80, 000

- 31 -Office of the Information Commissioner 2015–16 Annual Report



Consultation and submissions
We were consulted by a range of government agencies 
seeking advice on incorporating responsible information 
management into a range of important government 
initiatives. Advice and assistance are sought on a range 
of emerging privacy and information access issues and 
challenges related to the adoption of new innovations 
and technologies such as the use of body-worn 
cameras, facial recognition, drones, social 
media and increasingly, the sharing of 
information between agencies.  

Indications are that demand 
for advice and assistance 
will continue to grow as the 
Queensland Government 
increasingly adopts digital 
technology to deliver 
government services and 
seeks to unlock the potential 
of open data to drive 
innovation and efficiencies 
across government. 
Increasingly, agencies are 
pursuing opportunities to 
expand information sharing  
across government.

A concerning observation during 
2015–16 and addressed through 
assistance and advice, and also our external 
review function, was the inclination of agencies to adopt 
technologies such as body-worn cameras and CCTV 
without fully considering all necessary information 
management implications and requirements. For 
example, what footage must be stored and for how long, 
how such footage would be secured from unauthorised 

access and misuse, and how to provide access to 
individuals and other agencies.  

In the case study set out on page 11, we required 
agencies to acquire pixilation software to provide 
appropriate access to video footage during the course 

of an external review, consistent with the approach 
set out in the guideline Managing Access to 

Digital Video Recordings. Consequently, 
we regularly advise agencies about 

their information management 
responsibilities associated with 

adoption of technology that 
captures video footage.

During the reporting period 
we provided a submission 
to the Crime and Corruption 
Commission in relation 
to their consideration 
of whether publicising 
allegations of corrupt 

conduct is in the public 
interest. Our submission 

noted in particular, issues that 
could arise in the event related 

amendments were made to the RTI 
and IP Acts. 

We also provided input and comment 
on Queensland State Archive’s review of public 

access to digital public sector records undertaken 
by CSIRO/Data 61. More information about privacy 
advice, consultations and submissions is available in 
Our privacy advice and complaint mediation service            
(see page 19).

Performance monitoring  
and reporting
In 2015–16, we tabled four reports in Parliament about 
agencies’ compliance with right to information and 
information privacy obligations.

•	 Compliance review of the Council of the City of Gold Coast 

•	 A follow-up review of the Rockhampton Regional Council 

•	 A follow-up review of Department of Education and 
Training; and

•	 A follow-up review of Camera surveillance and privacy.

A compliance review is an in depth examination of 
agency compliance with legislative obligations while 
a follow up review assesses how well an agency has 
implemented the recommendations made in a previous 
compliance review. 

Compliance Review – Council of the  
City of Gold Coast: Review of the Council of  
the City of Gold Coast’s compliance with the  
Right to Information Act 2009 (Qld) and  
the Information Privacy Act 2009 (Qld).
The Council of the City of Gold Coast (the Council) was 
the second local government we examined through a 
compliance review. The Rockhampton Regional Council 
was the first in 2013–14. 

We found that in most areas, the Council was meeting its 
legislative obligations well. The key findings were that 
the Council: 

•	 had strong governance of community engagement, 
particularly in dealings with industry, community 
and research stakeholders but could improve general 
community perceptions
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•	 was considering a new information governance 
framework, strategic plan and performance measures, 
which if adopted, would provide a strong governance 
of information, appropriately including right to 
information and information privacy

•	 had developed a website abundant in provision of 
information to the community in an accessible format 
and through administrative access arrangements

•	 operated the publication scheme generally in 
accordance with legislative requirements, but could 
publish more information to the disclosure log 
consistent with the push model

•	 evidenced a positive intention and concerted 
efforts to release information in response to formal 
applications in accordance with the principles of the 
right to information legislation, however, applied 
the legislation unevenly, and needed to adopt more 
structured policies, procedures, practices and 
business systems for application handling; and

•	 had generally addressed the Information Privacy 
Principles in its management of personal information, 
including camera surveillance footage.

We made 14 recommendations about leadership and 
accountability, compliance, culture of openness and 
maximum disclosure which the Council accepted and 
committed to implement by 31 December 2017. 

Follow-up of review recommendations – 
Rockhampton Regional Council: Review of 
agency adoption of recommendations made 
under the Right to Information Act 2009 (Qld) 
and the Information Privacy Act 2009 (Qld).
We found that the Rockhampton Regional Council (the 
Council) had fully implemented the 14 recommendations 
from the 2013-14 Compliance Review Report.  

As a result, the Council has improved its information 
management and governance in right  
to information and information privacy. The Council’s 
Right to Information and Information Privacy 
Communication Strategy ensures all sections within 
the Council know how to deal effectively with requests 
for information. The Council has commenced reviewing 
its forms, which will ensure that it meets the legislative 
requirements on privacy when personal information is 
requested. 

Follow-up of review recommendations – 
Department of Education and Training: Review 
of agency adoption of recommendations made 
under the Right to Information Act 2009 (Qld) 
and the Information Privacy Act 2009 (Qld).
We found that the Department of Education and Training 
(DET) had fully implemented the 19 recommendations 
from the 2013–14 Compliance Review report.

In particular, we considered DET had taken a strong 
approach to improving planning and measuring the 
department’s performance in implementing right to 
information and information privacy. DET has also 
improved its general procedure around application 
handling and updated forms to include appropriate 
collection notices.

Camera surveillance and privacy – follow-up 
review: Review of agency adoption  
of recommendations made under the 
Information Privacy Act 2009 (Qld).
We found that progress had been made by agencies12  
in implementing all the recommendations of the original 
review. In particular, agencies improved their ability  
to track the number and details of cameras, and had  
better information about the purpose of using fixed 
surveillance cameras.  

The follow-up review noted a significant increase in fixed 
surveillance cameras from 20,310 in 2011 to 32,230 
in 2015. In 2015, 80 percent of agencies reported that 
they actively informed the community about their use 
of camera surveillance compared to 57 percent in 2011. 
About half the agencies had addressed each privacy 
element in their surveillance camera policies, procedures 
and practices.  

Despite the progress since 2011, we observed that 
agencies could do more to address data security 
practices, implement policies and procedures for dealing 
with requests for footage and use their websites to 
provide information to the public. Agencies received over 
4,000 requests for footage in the previous 12 months, 
but only approximately 40 percent reported having fully 
implemented policies and procedures to manage  
such requests.

Ongoing performance monitoring 
activities undertaken in 2015–16
A desktop audit of local governments and hospital 
foundations was completed during the reporting period 
and the results were presented to Parliament in a 
report tabled in August 2016. A desktop audit examines 
government agencies websites to assess compliance 
with the legislative requirements to push information 
into the public domain and protect personal information.  

During 2015–16 we also conducted the 2016 Right to 
Information and Information Privacy Electronic Audit, 
which captured public sector agencies’ self-assessment 
of their progress in complying with the legislation and 
associated guidelines. 184 agencies responded to the 
audit, the third in a series which has been conducted in 
2010 and 2013. The comparative results were presented 
to Parliament in a report in August 2016.

During 2015–16 we also started refreshing our review 
and audit methodology to further strengthen its 
alignment with the auditing standards. 

12  156 agencies responded to the survey, a response rate of 79.6%.
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Our organisation

Our role
The role of the Information Commissioner is to do all things 
appropriate in connection with performing the functions 
set out under the RTI and IP Acts. The functions support 
achievement of the Act’s primary objects.

•	 A right of access to information in the government’s 
possession or under the government’s control unless, 
on balance, it is contrary to the public interest to give 
access; and

•	 In the case of the IP Act, the fair collection and handling 
in the public sector environment of personal information 
and the right to access one’s personal information 
unless, on balance, it is contrary to the public interest to 
do so, as well as a right to amend that information.

Our functions
We undertake activities in accordance with our functions.

External review function
In relation to external review, activities include:

•	 reviewing decisions of agencies and Ministers; and

•	 reviewing whether, in relation to the decisions, agencies 
and Ministers have taken all reasonable steps to 
identify and locate documents applied for by applicants.

In relation to other decision-making, the  
Information Commissioner:

•	 decides applications for extensions of time

•	 decides applications about financial hardship status 
of non-profit organisations; and

•	 makes, varies or revokes declarations regarding 
vexatious applicants.

Once an agency makes an access or amendment 
decision, a person affected by a reviewable decision has 
a right of ‘internal review’ of that access decision by an 
officer no less senior with that agency. Internal review is 
optional for the applicant. If a person is not satisfied with 
the access decision or the subsequent internal review 
decision they may apply to the Information Commissioner 
for an external review (merits review) of that decision.

Our decision can be reviewed on a point of law on appeal 
to QCAT or through statutory review to the Supreme Court 
(judicial review).

Performance monitoring and  
review function
In relation to performance monitoring and review, our 
activities include:

•	 monitoring, auditing and reporting on agencies’ 
compliance; and

•	 publishing performance standards and measures for 
use in reports.

Other support functions
Our functions also include providing information and 
help to agencies and members of the public on matters 
relevant to the RTI Act, in particular, by:

•	 giving guidance on the interpretation and 
administration of the legislation

•	 promoting greater awareness of the operation of the 
legislation, in the community and within government, 
by providing training and education programs

•	 commissioning external research, and consulting 
experts on the design of surveys, to monitor whether 
the legislation and its administration are achieving its 
stated objectives; and

•	 identifying and commenting on legislative and 
administrative changes that would improve the 
administration of the legislation.

Privacy functions
As outlined in the IP Act, our activities in relation to 
privacy can include:

•	 waiving or modifying privacy principle obligations

•	 issuing compliance notices; and

•	 mediating privacy complaints.

An individual who believes an agency has not dealt with 
their personal information in accordance with the privacy 
principles set out in the IP Act may make a complaint 
to the agency. If, after 45 business days, they are 
dissatisfied with the agency’s response, they may  
bring their complaint to us.

Our role is to attempt mediation of the complaint.

If mediation is not successful, or if the complaint is not 
able to be mediated, then the individual may request 
that we refer the complaint to QCAT.

Performance monitoring and support activities under  
the IP Act include:

•	 conducting reviews into personal information 
handling practices of relevant entities, including 
technologies, programs, policies and procedures, to 
identify privacy related issues of a systemic nature 
generally or to identify particular grounds for the issue 
of compliance notices

•	 if considered appropriate, reporting to the Speaker on 
the findings of any review; and

•	 leading the improvement of public sector privacy 
administration in Queensland by taking appropriate 
action to:

a) promote understanding of, and compliance with, 
the privacy principles

b) provide best practice leadership and advice, 
by giving assistance to relevant entities on the 
interpretation and administration of the legislation

c) conduct compliance audits to assess relevant 
entities’ compliance with the privacy principles
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d) initiate privacy education and training, including 
education and training programs targeted at 
particular aspects of privacy administration, and 
education and training programs to promote greater 
awareness of the operation of the legislation in the 
community and within the public sector environment

e) comment on any issues relating to the administration 
of privacy in the public sector environment

•	 issuing guidelines about any matter relating to the 
Information Commissioner’s functions, including 
guidelines on how the legislation should be applied, 
and on privacy best practice generally; and

•	 supporting applicants under the legislation, and all 
relevant entities.

We also assist agencies to achieve compliance with the 
privacy principles by:

•	 providing independent expert advice and assistance 
to agencies

•	 promoting agencies’ early engagement with our 
privacy services

•	 conducting reviews and providing recommendations 
on both specific and systemic matters; and

•	 determining whether it is in the public interest  
to approve waiver applications through formal  
written decisions.

Figure 16. Organisational chart

Queensland  
community

Queensland  
Parliament

Parliamentary committee
(Legal Affairs and Community Safety Committee)

Information 
Commissioner

Privacy 
Commissioner

Right to Information 
Commissioner

First Assistant 
Information Commissioner

Corporate and  
Executive Services: 
Leads and manages 
our administrative, 
financial, human 
resource, information 
technology, registry 
functions, records 
management, planning 
and facilities.

External Review: 
Responsible for reviewing 
decisions of agencies 
and Ministers on access 
to and amendment of 
information under the RTI 
Act and IP Act. 

Privacy: 
Undertakes mediation 
of privacy complaints 
about Queensland 
public sector agencies, 
leads improvement of 
public sector privacy 
administration through 
promoting privacy rights 
and obligations which 
includes guidance, 
assistance and training. 

Assistance and Monitoring: 
Monitor and report on 
public sector agency 
compliance with the RTI Act 
and IP Act through audits, 
reviews and surveys. 

First point of contact for 
people making enquiries 
about the operation of 
the legislation as well as 
manages development and 
maintenance of guidelines 
and information sheets for 
public sector agencies and 
the community.

Leads and manages 
promotional, marketing, 
communication services, 
media relations, 
stakeholder engagement 
and training activities. 

Office of the Information Commissioner 2015–16 Annual Report - 35 -



Our human resources
Workforce Profile
We have a permanent employee establishment of  
33.1 full time equivalent employees (FTEs).

Snapshot at 30 June 2016:

•	 we had 42 employees actively working part-time and  
full-time resulting in a full-time equivalent of 36.6 
employees — this figure includes temporary staff due 
to additional resources allocated to us in  
2015–16 to meet additional external review demand    

•	 84 percent of our workforce were female 

•	 36 percent of our employees worked part-time

•	 we had five job share arrangements in place

•	 permanent employees comprised 65 percent of our 
workforce, which is reflective of both the recurrent/
temporary funding arrangements and temporary 
employment to fill vacancies arising from parentlal 
leave; and

•	 we also had seven employees on  
parental leave, representing 18 percent of our  
permanent establishment.

Our workforce composition presents both challenges 
and opportunities. One of these challenges includes 
attracting and retaining skilled staff seeking longer term 
or permanent roles. Our unique circumstances also offer 
opportunities to build a team of agile employees who 
can be flexibly deployed across the office to achieve 
organisational objectives. 

Employment 
Type

Number of 
employees

Full-time 27

Part-time 15

Total 42

For example, we offer part-time arrangements for  
staff to work flexibly to accommodate various needs 
such as caring for children under school-age.

We have three statutory office holders appointed by 
Governor-in-Council; the Information Commissioner,  
the Right to Information Commissioner and the  
Privacy Commissioner.

All other employees are employed under the  
Public Service Act 2008 (Qld).

Three permanent employees ceased employment with 
us during the year. One employee participated in a 
voluntary medical retirement scheme. There were no 
other employees who participated in early retirement 
schemes or received redundancy or retrenchment 
packages in 2015–16.

Our separation rate for permanent employees                    
was nine percent.

Figure 17. Number of full time equivalent employees by gender and salary level 

Actual occupants as at 30 June 2016

Annual earnings Female Staff Male Staff 
Female       

Full-time 
Equivalent

Male           
Full-time 

Equivalent

Above AO8 equivalent ($123,000 +) 9 1 6.8 1

AO8 equivalent ($111,177–$117,584) 5 3 4.6 3

AO7 equivalent ($100,345–$107,600) 8 2 6.4 2

AO6 equivalent ($89,677–$95,946) 8 1 7.8 1

AO3 equivalent ($57,039–$63,606) 4 1 3 1

Total 34 8 28.6 8

* Seven employees (6.2 FTE) who were on parental leave are not included in these figures

Figure 18. Number of active employees by
employment type*

* Excludes employees on parentlal leave.
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Appointed as Information Commissioner on 20 September 2013, Rachael is the chief 
executive and accountable officer for the Office of the Information Commissioner.  
Rachael is an officer of the Parliament and performs statutory functions under the  
RTI Act and the IP Act. Rachael’s current term of appointment is to 30 June 2020.

Prior to her appointment as Information Commissioner, Rachael led the Assistance and 
Monitoring functions of the office from 2010–13. Rachael has held senior leadership 
positions across all functions of the Office of the Information Commissioner since 2005, 
including Acting Information Commissioner in 2007–08. Rachael has also worked in various 
roles within the Queensland State and Commonwealth public service, primarily in strategic  
and legislative policy.

Rachael holds a Bachelor of Laws (Honours), Bachelor of Science (AES) and Graduate 
Certificate in Public Sector Leadership (PSM).

Executive management team

Jenny Mead and  
Clare Smith
Right to Information 
Commissioners
As deputies to the Information 
Commissioner, Jenny and Clare 
have particular responsibility for 
matters relating to the Information 
Commissioner’s functions under 
the RTI and IP Acts. As Right to 
Information Commissioners, Jenny 
and Clare lead the external review services of the office.

Clare brings extensive experience in the Queensland 
Public Service working in government agencies and 
statutory integrity bodies for the last 28 years, which 
included leading legal teams. She has practiced in the field 
of information rights and responsibilities for over 18 years.

Philip Green
Privacy Commissioner
Appointed as the Queensland 
Privacy Commissioner in December 
2015, Philip Green has an extensive 
career in the private and public 
sectors. Mr Green’s legal career 
at Allens included commercial 
banking and finance/insolvency.  
He has extensive central agency 
experience in criminal justice, 
legal and economic policy at the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet in Queensland.   
He most recently headed up the Small Business division 
for the Queensland Government. He has a keen interest 
in innovation and technology law and was instrumental 
in establishing Queensland’s first administrative privacy 
regime. He holds degrees in Arts and Law from the 
University of Queensland and a Masters in Law from QUT. 
Philip’s current term of appointment is to December 2018. 

Before being appointed, Clare 
was Assistant Crown Solicitor, 
Crown Law, Department of 
Justice and Attorney-General. 
Jenny has more than 28 years’ 
experience in the Queensland 
public sector and has practiced 
in the area or information rights 
and responsibilities for 20 years. 

Jenny has extensive experience  
in policy and legislation work  
and has also headed a number  
of legal areas within government departments.

Jenny and Clare were both appointed as Right to 
Information Commissioner on 4 October 2010 on a  
0.6 basis respectively. Jenny and Clare’s current terms of 
appointment are to 30 June 2020.

Adeline Yuksel 
Acting Manager 
Corporate and 
Executive Services
Adeline joined us in December 
2015 and oversees a team of four 
officers who have a dual function 
to provide corporate support and 
business registry services to a 
range of internal and external 
stakeholders. She has also held 
senior roles in leading and managing corporate affairs 
teams across the public and private sectors over the last 
20 years. Adeline has a Bachelor of Communications and a 
Graduate Diploma in Marketing with extensive experience 
in issues management, communication, branding, 
strategy development and community relations.

Rachael Rangihaeata – Information Commissioner
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Workforce planning
We have a comprehensive employee performance 
management framework covering induction, performance 
management, staff development and recognition. We 
foster the ongoing learning and development of our 
people to achieve a capable, professional and adaptive 
workforce. We do this via targeted training courses, 
seminars, and workshops as well as on-the-job training 
and coaching and mentoring by experienced officers.

Key workforce planning and performance          
strategies included:

•	 developing the leadership capability of our senior 
leaders and managers

•	 establishing and continually improving our 
performance management process and framework

•	 flexible deployment of staff to priority areas and to 
cover absences

•	 engaging staff in both strategic and operational 
planning activities

•	 capturing staff feedback from the Working for 
Queensland survey and developing action plans  
to improve employee engagement 

•	 offering and supporting flexible work including job 
sharing opportunities, flexible hours of work, and 
work from home/telecommuting 

•	 advertising positions broadly and developing key 
partnerships with tertiary institutions to recruit  
review officers

•	 continually improving our corporate systems and 
procedures to ensure staff have the tools to work 
efficiently and effectively

•	 providing access to confidential counselling to  
staff and their families through our employee 
assistance program

•	 providing wellness initiatives including flu 
vaccinations and ergonomic assessments; and 

•	 providing training to assist staff to recognise, respond 
to and refer domestic violence in the workplace.

Capability Development 
During 2015–16 we spent $53,933 in staff professional 
development, training and workshops. The annual 
expenditure equates to approximately one percent of 
employee expenses, and an increase from $26,000        
in 2014–15. 

This year, consistent with our strategic plan we invested 
strongly in employee capability development: 

•	 leadership skills to support people development and 
retaining and attracting experienced staff to ensure 
effective services are provided to the community and 
agencies

•	 technology including software and computer skills 
for staff to recognise emerging trends and address 
issues of significance 

•	 project management to ensure effective use and 
accountability of resources expended on the various 
projects that are undertaken

•	 legal and professional skills to retain and develop our 
expertise; and

•	 conflict and mediation skills to support effective and 
timely complaint mediation and early resolution of 
external review applications, including professional 
accreditation costs. 

Classification
Number of 
employees 
attending  

Cost

Leadership 15 $10,214 

Technology 17 $11,950 

Professional and Legal 16 $15,691

Project Management  12 $9,313 

Communications  2 $4,374 

Conflict and Mediation 13 $2,391 

Our employees routinely accessed the same training and 
education sessions we provided for external agencies. 

All employees undertook online training in the areas 
of public sector code of conduct, workplace bullying 
and workplace health and safety this year. This training 
package will be offered again in 2016–17 to new staff 
members and remain on the training agenda as a 
biennial staff refresher course. Our managers and 
Assistant Commissioners also participated in a one 
day leadership development workshop provided by the 
Queensland Institute of Technology, Graduate School 
of Business. All staff are expected to apply learnings to 
help achieve our goals and objectives in an effective, 
efficient, compliant and safe manner.

Employee Engagement 
Higher employee engagement has been linked with 
higher levels of performance and productivity and as 
well as lower employee turnover. Employee engagement 
is formally measured through our participation in the 
Queensland Government’s Working for Queensland 
annual survey. This was our second year of participating 
in the survey. Our results showed we are in the top 
quintile (20 percent) for all participating Queensland 
Government departments and entities across all areas of 
the survey.  

Figure 19. Breakdown of professional development costs
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Overall, our employee engagement score lifted seven 
percentage points to 74 percent. Strong progress was 
made in the two key areas of focus arising from the 
2015 Working for Queensland Survey: performance 
assessment and learning and development. 

In 2016, 84 percent of respondents agreed that they 
receive useful feedback on their performance, compared 
to 57 percent in 2015. Ninety percent of respondents 
said that they had had productive conversations with 
their manager about their performance in the past 
12 months, compared to 57 percent in 2015. Seventy 
seven percent of respondents said the organisation is 
committed to developing its employees, compared to 60 
percent in 2015.

Supporting flexible working 
arrangements
We support flexible working arrangements and work-life 
balance for staff. Our employees accessed a range of 
initiatives in 2015–16 including flexible hours of work, 
accrued time, part-time employment, job sharing, paid 
parental leave, telecommuting and access to a parenting 
room. Policies relating to hours of work and attendance 
were also updated in accordance with current Directives 
issued by the Public Service Commission. 

Consultants and contractors
In 2015–16 we spent $240,241.00 on contractors and 
consultants. The expenditure was planned budget 
expenditure and related to the costs of:

•	 facilitators to conduct training for agency right 
to information and privacy practitioners on early 
resolution negotiation skills and decision-writing

•	 ongoing internet and intranet hosting services

•	 continuing to provide agencies with free access to our 
suite of online training courses

•	 a consultant to assist us with developing a new 
information management framework; and

•	 engaging short term contractors to provide us with 
additional administrative and finance services.

International travel
No international travel was conducted in 2015–16.

Our governance
The Information Commissioner is a statutory office holder 
appointed by the Governor-in-Council under the RTI Act 
and IP Act, and is not subject to ministerial direction in the 
exercise of the functions under the Acts.

The Information Commissioner is supported by two other 
statutory office holders appointed by the Governor-
in-Council; the Privacy Commissioner and the Right to 
Information Commissioner.

The Information Commissioner is accountable to the 
LACSC of the Queensland Parliament and meets with the 
committee during the course of the year to report on the 
performance of the Information Commissioner’s functions 
and to discuss issues, such as our activities, structures 
and procedures, our work output, budget, Annual Report 
and any other significant issue. In accordance with the RTI 
and IP Acts, the Information Commissioner provides an 
Annual Report to Parliament through the Speaker.

While the Information Commissioner is independent of 
Ministerial control, under section 133 of the RTI Act, our 
budget must be approved by the Attorney-General, the 
Minister responsible for the Act.

Related key elements of the governance and 
accountability framework include the Service Delivery 
Statement and Estimates Committee hearings. 

The parliamentary committee may also require a report on 
a particular aspect of our performance. An independent 
strategic review of our office is required under section 186 
of the RTI Act. The terms of the strategic review are to be 
decided by the Governor-in-Council.

Before a reviewer is appointed, the Minister must consult 
with the parliamentary committee and the Information 
Commissioner about the appointment of the reviewer and 
the terms of reference for the review. The strategic review 
is to include a review of the commissioner’s functions 
and performance of those functions to assess whether 
they are being performed economically, effectively and 
efficiently. A strategic review is due to be conducted in 
2016–17, subject to the appointment of an independent 
reviewer by the Attorney-General and Minister for Justice 
and Minister for Training and Skills.

Our executive management team in 2015–16 comprised 
the Information Commissioner, Right to Information 
Commissioner, Privacy Commissioner, First Assistant 
Information Commissioner and Manager – Corporate and 
Executive Services. The executive management team met 
regularly to discuss budget, performance, office
culture/climate and other general business.

Monthly ‘all staff ’ meetings are held and teams meet 
weekly with their managers to discuss operational 
issues. These are the mechanisms through which staff 
are consulted and provided information on operational 
planning, risk management, workplace health and safety, 
and waste management issues.

We seek regular feedback from parties subject to external 
reviews, privacy complaints, agencies, and training 
participants. Feedback is obtained through a number of 
mechanisms including surveys, email, website and an 
external practitioner network.
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Corporate services
In 2015–16 we purchased corporate services through 
a service agreement with Queensland Parliamentary 
Services at a cost of $222,853.00. These services include 
information technology systems and support, human 
resource management services and financial services.

This was an increase in expenditure (11.3 percent) 
from the previous reporting period figure                             
(2014–15: $200,292.00). 

Information and technology
Information systems support us in maintaining the 
necessary security of information required during 
our work in external reviews, agency audits and 
the management of privacy complaints. Our service 
agreement with the Queensland Parliamentary Service, 
provides high-level security, technology policies and 
network protocols to enable staff to work effectively  
and securely.

At the commencement of their employment, our staff are 
required to sign a Deed of Confidentiality that recognises 
the sensitivity of the information they deal with.

We continued to maintain significant information 
holdings regarding right to information and privacy.  
This includes annotated legislation, case law and 
research tools.

This resource continued to assist practitioners and  
the community when considering or using RTI and 
privacy services.

We continued to release a range of data sets through  
the data.qld.gov.au portal.

Code of conduct and ethics 
implementation statement
In accordance with section 17 of the Public Sector Ethics 
Act 1994 (Qld), we have in place a Code of Conduct. As 
we are prescribed as a ‘public service agency’ under the 
Public Sector Ethics Regulation 2010, the Code of Conduct 
for the Queensland Public Service applies to our staff.

In accordance with section 23 of the Public Sector Ethics 
Act 1994, we provided a formal induction process for new 
staff. During induction, staff are provided with a copy of 
the Code of Conduct.

The induction process required staff to read and  
confirm their understanding and ability to apply the  
Code of Conduct.

Training on public service ethics is conducted for new staff 
commencing in the current year. Biennial public service 
ethics training is provided to all staff to reinforce and 
highlight employee obligations. Staff can readily access 
the Code of Conduct through our intranet.

In addition, our strategic plan, staff performance 
agreements, procedures, practices and training give 
proper regard to the approved Code of Conduct, ethical 
decision making and Public Sector Ethics Act 1994 in 
particular, the ethics obligations of public officials and 
public service values.

Risk management
The objective of our Risk Management Policy was to 
facilitate developing a risk management culture and  
to assist all staff in implementing sound risk 
management practices.

In applying risk management principles it is expected 
that staff at all levels will:

•	 seek to reduce vulnerability to both internal and 
external events and influences that can impede 
achieving our goals

•	 seek to capitalise on opportunities to enhance our 
business processes and create value; and

•	 contribute to effective corporate governance.

Our risk management framework is designed to 
encourage an integrated approach to managing all  
risks that impact on achieving our strategic and
business objectives.

It is built around having a common language and 
common approach to help identify which risks are 
significant, and the most effective way to address and 
eliminate, or minimise, these risks.

The Risk Management Policy was reviewed and updated 
in 2015–16.

Internal and external audit
Internal audit services are provided to us under a service 
level agreement with the Queensland Parliamentary 
Service. We do not currently have a formal audit 
committee. The responsibilities associated with internal 
audit and the maintenance of an appropriate internal 
control framework are discharged by the executive 
management team.

A copy of the external audit report and certificate of 
our financial statements are supplied with this report 
(see page 76–78). The Auditor-General has provided an 
unqualified certificate indicating our compliance with 
financial management requirements and the accuracy 
and fairness of the financial statements.

Complaints management
Our complaints management process is available on  
our website.

Complaints, which cannot be informally resolved, are 
to be made in writing to the Manager – Corporate and 
Executive Services and are handled independently of  
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the areas about which the complaint is made.

Feedback is taken seriously and where specific 
improvements can be identified, they are implemented 
as soon as practicable.

Complaints cannot be dealt with by us where the 
complaint concerns the merits or legality of a decision. 
In these circumstances, the participant may be able 
to appeal to QCAT or apply to the Supreme Court for a 
statutory order of review. Appeals and reviews of this 
nature can only be taken on a point of law.

During 2015–16, we received four general complaints. 
Of the complaints received, two were from external 
review applicants and two were from privacy applicants.  
As one of the complaints related to staff conduct and 
administrative processes, the Manager - Corporate 
and Executive Services investigated and responded 
accordingly. The Privacy Commissioner addressed the 
two complaints relating to privacy and the Information 
Commissioner responded to a complaint regarding an 
external review matter. None of the complaints resulted 
in further action or were referred to other independent 
oversight bodies. 

Record keeping
We are required to make and keep full and accurate 
records of our activities and have regard to any relevant 
policy, standards and guidelines made by the State 
Archivist about the making and keeping of public 
records, in compliance with the provisions of the Public 
Records Act 2002 (Qld). Accordingly, we only retain 
records as long as required in compliance with our 
approved Retention and Disposal Schedule.

We apply whole-of-government information policies and 
standards including ‘Information Standard 40: Record 
Keeping’ to ensure our records are accountable, reliable 
and secure. Our systems are supported by internal 
guidelines, procedures and policies regarding the 
management of information and records.  

Over the past 12 months, our staff attended a workshop 
about creating, maintaining and managing records 
for system compliance with monitoring, management 
and auditing requirements. An external information 
management consultant was engaged to provide the 
workshop for staff as well as operational assistance in 
reviewing and restructuring our record-keeping systems.  
This included revising our current retention and disposal 
schedule, updating our business classification scheme 
and as well as preparing to implement.  

Basic record keeping training was provided to staff 
and record keeping charters were developed with each 
business area to support consistency and provide an 
introductory guide and quick reference point for staff.

We undertook a document and records management 
(DRM) project to develop a new information management 

framework. This included an analysis of business 
systems, development supporting policies, procedures, 
and business rules, such as the business classification 
scheme, information asset custodianship policy, a 
delegation register, a disaster plan, a vital records 
register and a record keeping policy. These plans and 
policies were communicated to staff. 

We also reviewed and submitted the Office of the 
Information Commissioner Retention and Disposal 
Schedule: QDAN 376 to Queensland State Archives 
for approval. The Appraisal and Disposal procedure 
and annual work program were developed and work 
commenced in 2015–16 on establishing a working  
record inventory.  

As part of the DRM project, we conducted a review 
of electronic documents and records management 
systems (eDRMS) products. Looking forward, we aim to 
implement an electronic document records management 
system in 2016–17. Together with our case management 
system, this will enable us to manage information in a 
seamless, secure, efficient and compliant manner.

Legislative compliance
A Workplace Health and Safety (WHS) program is 
embedded within our culture and practices. All staff are 
informed, and made aware each person’s responsibility 
to create and maintain a safe workplace. All staff are 
expected to be vigilant in identifying, reporting and 
addressing potential WHS risks. 

There were no public interest disclosures made to us 
during 2015–16. 

Access applications can only be made to the Information 
Commissioner by our staff in relation to their personal 
information under section 46 of the IP Act. No such 
applications were made in 2015–16.  

Environmental sustainability
We have a Waste Management Policy which emphasises 
waste avoidance, reduction, reuse and recycling. In 
particular we have implemented practices to reduce 
paper usage, and to recycle cardboard and paper.

All non-essential office lighting is switched off at the end 
of each day. Where appropriate, all electrical appliances 
are turned off at the wall when not in use. Individual 
computers are placed into shutdown overnight. Air 
conditioning temperature is maintained at 23.5 degrees 
Celsius for summer operation.
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Legislative developments/
changes
During 2015–16, one Act amended the RTI Act.  
The Crime and Corruption Amendment Act 2016 made a  
minor amendment to the RTI Act to replace references  
to ‘corruption function’ to ‘corruption functions’.

Further, the Justice Legislation (Fees) Amendment 
Regulation (No. 1) 2015 amended the RTI Regulation  
to increase the application fee from $43.45 to $44.85 
and the processing charges from $6.70 per 15 minutes  
to $6.95.

Apart from this amendment, several other instruments 
have created new agencies subject to the RTI and IP Acts 
– namely the:

•	 Building Queensland Act 2015

•	 Jobs Queensland Act 2015

•	 Queensland Productivity Commission Act 2015; and

•	 Further Education and Training (Training Ombudsman) 
and Another Act Amendment Act 2016.

We also participated as a member of the Steering 
Committee convened by the Department of Justice and 
Attorney-General to provide oversight and contribute 
to the statutory review of the RTI and IP Acts. The 
current legislative review of the IP Act may provide a 
more contemporary legislative framework to manage 
emerging privacy risks and challenges posed by the 
rapid growth in technology.

Machinery-of-government 
changes
As of 30 June 2016, we have not been affected by 
machinery-of-government changes.
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Financial performance

Financial statement 2015–16
Financial statements are formal records of an 
organisation’s financial activities and provide an 
overview of our short and long-term financial condition.

The financial statements consist of four major elements: 
the Statement of Comprehensive Income, Statement of 
Financial Position, Statement of Changes in Equity and 
Statement of Cash Flows.

These financial statements cover the Office of the 
Information Commissioner.

The financial statements that follow provide an 
overview of our financial activities during 2015–16. 
These statements, our supporting documentation and 
our systems and processes have all been reviewed 
by the Queensland Audit Office. We received an 
unqualified audit report. 

Managing our budget 
effectively
Our revenue comes from the Queensland State 
Government in the form of a consolidated fund 
appropriation. Our consolidated fund allocation for 
2015–16 was $6.267 million. We received additional 
funds mid-year to fund an increase in salary costs 
related to a new enterprise bargaining agreement. This 
brought our appropriation to $6.300 million. 

We continued to have ‘saving’ initiatives deducted 
from our budget allocation as part of the Government’s 
ongoing reprioritisation measures. Despite this, we 
managed to achieve a surplus in our Supplies and 
Services budget, which was largely attributed to savings 
across a number of areas, particularly in legal fees.  

We gained approval from the Attorney-General to 
draw down on our cash surplus ($500,000) to fund 
temporary staff to provide External Review services 
in 2015–16. This enabled us to fund the temporary 
employment of external review staff to manage 
additional ongoing demand pending the review of 
legislation. However, due to the temporary nature of 
the positions offered, attracting and retaining staff was 
challenging. We recognise this may have an impact 
on our future workload given the trend of increasing 
complexity in external review matters. We aim to 
address this issue through the impending strategic 
management review in 2016–17.

We ended the year in a secure financial position with 
adequate reserves to fulfil our responsibilities in  
2016–17. However, as we continue to experience 
difficulty recruiting and retaining temporary external 
review staff due to the lack of permanent funding,  
we are seeking approval from the Attorney-General  
to access our surplus cash reserves during 2016–17. 

These funds will be used to retain temporary review 
officers pending the completion of the Strategic 
Review of the Office and implementation of demand 
management solutions.

Expenses 
Most of our funding appropriation is spent on employee-
related expenses such as salaries, superannuation 
entitlement, long service leave and payroll tax.  
Our statement shows that this year, we spent  
$5.126 million or 77 percent of our total expenses  
on employee related items.    

The day-to-day running of our office cost us just over 
$1.392 million. Our significant operating items were in 
relation to office accommodation ($543k), contractors 
and consultants ($240k), information technology and 
telecommunication ($261k).

Assets 
At 30 June 2016, assets totalled $2.614 million  
which comprised: 

•	 plant and equipment $0.155 million 

•	 receivables and other current assets $0.197 
million; and

•	 cash at bank $2.262 million. 

Liabilities 
As at 30 June 2016, liabilities totalled $0.181 million 
which included: 

•	 $0.179 million in payables; and

•	 $0.002 million in other liabilities.

The audited financial statements are available                
(see page 45).

Accountable and transparent
In line with the Queensland Government’s commitment 
to improve financial management in the public sector, 
we continued to review our internal accounting practices 
as well as the quality of information we provided to 
Queensland Treasury. We worked with our corporate 
services provider to streamline our reporting processes 
and continued to improve the accuracy of our reporting. 
We continued to provide information to the Queensland 
Audit Office as requested and discussed ways to improve 
our financial management practices. 
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Financial outlook

2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16

Appropriation 6,663 6,054 6,112 6,204 6,300

Other revenue
279 157 64 88 83

Employee expenses 4,410 4,529 4,850 4,406 5,125

Supplies and services 1,130 1,035 1,152 1,099 1,374

Depreciation and 
amortisation 108 116 115 115 112

Other expenses 14 18 15 15 19

Surplus (Deficit) 1,280 513 44 657 (247)

Financials (Audit Office)
A more detailed view of our financial performance is provided in the Office of the Information Commissioner 
Queensland Financial Statements for the financial year ended 30 June 2016. 

Figure 20. Five year comparison of revenue versus expenses ($'000)
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1. Glossary

Application
The process whereby a person requests access to 
government information by completing a copy of the 
approved form.

Awareness activity
An activity undertaken to increase the level of knowledge 
in both the public sector, and the broader community, 
about information rights and responsibilities.

Best practice
A method or technique for accomplishing a business 
outcome, that has consistently shown results superior to 
those achieved by other means, and which is used as an 
industry benchmark.

Consolidated revenue
A fund into which tax revenue is paid.

Decision
A formal, written decision issued by the Information 
Commissioner, on an external review application to  
affirm, vary, or set aside a decision made by an agency  
or Minister.

Deemed decision
A decision that is taken to be made to refuse access to 
information because the time frame has expired.

Disclosure log
A list or copies of documents released following a decision 
about an application for access under the RTI Act, which is 
published on an agency’s website.

Early resolution
A flexible conciliation based process in which OIC seeks 
to resolve an external review application by negotiating a 
mutually acceptable outcome with the parties, without the 
need for a formal written decision.

External review
The External Review function of OIC is responsible for the 
independent merits review of Queensland government 
agency and Ministers’ decisions about access to 
information under the right to information legislation 
and access to, or amendment of, documents under the 
information privacy legislation.

Governance
The process by which decisions are controlled and 
managed to achieve their objectives, and by which 
organisations are directed, reviewed, and held to account.

Independent Auditor’s Report
As OIC does not have an internal financial audit function, 
all audits, are conducted by the Queensland Audit Office, 
providing OIC an Independent Auditor’s Report.

Information and Assistance
The Information and Assistance function of OIC has 
responsibility for providing an enquiry service, which 
responds to approximately 4,000 enquiries annually,  
and producing extensive guidance for agencies and  
the community.

Open Data
A Queensland Government initiative to make government 
data available to the community by adopting,  
developing and implementing technological  
measures to deliver information.

Performance Monitoring and Reporting
The Performance Monitoring and Reporting function of 
OIC monitors and reports on Queensland government 
agency compliance with the right to information and 
information privacy legislation.

Performance report card
In the context of this report, a visual display of the most 
significant performance information consolidated so that 
an overall understanding can be gained at a glance.

Privacy
The OIC Privacy function is designed to help  
protect personal information held by Queensland 
government agencies.

Privacy complaint
A complaint alleging that an agency has failed to comply 
with the privacy principles or a waiver or modification 
approval under the Information Privacy Act 2009 (Qld).

Privacy principles
A set of rules that prescribe how Queensland government 
agencies manage the personal information they hold.

Publication scheme
A publication scheme is a structured list of an agency’s 
information which is readily available to the public.

QCAT
Queensland Civil and Administrative Tribunal is an 
independent tribunal which actively resolves disputes.

Right to information
The legislative and administrative framework that allows 
individuals to access information held by Queensland 
government agencies.

Service
A group of related activities contributing to a common 
organisational objective.

Service standard
A goal or target to be reached. Its general aim is to 
improve performance continuously.

Strategic plan
A critical document, with a minimum five year outlook, 
which outlines the key strategies to be undertaken to 
achieve the organisation’s desired outcomes.

Training and Stakeholder Relations
The Training and Stakeholder Relations function of 
OIC promotes the principles and practices of right to 
information and information privacy.
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referencee
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•	 Risk management ARRs – section 15.1 40
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Governance –                  
human resources

•	 Workforce planning and performance ARRs – section 16.1 38-39

•	 Early retirement, redundancy and retrenchment Directive No. 11/12 Early Retirement, Redundancy and 
Retrenchment
ARRs – section 16.2

36-39

Open Data •	Consultancies ARRs – section 17
ARRs – section 34.1

39

•	Overseas	travel ARRs – section 17
ARRs – section 34.2

39

•	Queensland	Language	Services	Policy ARRs – section 17
ARRs – section 34.3

n/a

Financial statements •	Certification	of	financial	statements FAA – section 62
FPMS – sections 42, 43 and 50
ARRs – section 18.1

76

•	Independent	Auditor's	Report FAA – section 62
FPMS – section 50
ARRs – section 18.2 

77-78

2. Compliance checklist
This annual report is prepared in accordance with all 
relevant Queensland legislation.
This checklist has been prepared to facilitate 
identification of our compliance with statutory 
disclosure requirements. 

•	 Financial Accountability Act 2009 (Qld) (FAA).   

•	 Financial and Performance Management Standard 
2009 (FPMS).

•	 Annual report requirements for Queensland 
Government agencies (ARRs).

FAA  Financial Accountability Act 2009   FPMS  Financial and Performance Management Standard 2009 
ARRs Annual report requirements for Queensland Government agencies
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3. Category and number of external review applications

2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15
2015-16

RTI IP Total
Refusal of access 253 322 227 229 108 62 170

Sufficiency of search 43 95 115 79 20 32 52

Third party objection to release 45 30 36 28 28 2 30

Agency refusal to deal* 12 24 33 55 30 25 55

Deemed refusal of access 30 42 30 29 12 6 18

Refusal of amendment 4 8 6 3 0 11 11

Deemed refusal of amendment 3 0 0 2 0 29 29

Fees or Charges 1 2 2 1 1 0 1

Initial applications 11 8 0 0 0 0 0

Total applications received 404 533 451 426 199 167 366

4. Profile of applicants making external review applications
2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16

Agencies 2 10 4 2 3

Individuals** 312 354 292 278 282

Companies 58 103 99 75 26

Journalists 20 53 32 50 36

Lobby and community groups 6 5 11 16 12

Elected representatives 6 8 13 5 7

Total 404 533 451 426 366

5. Applications received by agency profile
2011-12 2012-13^ 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16

Boards/commissions/GOCs/other bodies^^ 27 44 27 46 33

Departments 296 307 267 221 168

Hospital and Health Services n/a 47 35 56 85

Local government 68 75 77 77 60

Universities 12 10 6 10 10

Ministers 1 50 39 16 10

Total 404 533 451 426 366

** From 2013-14 Annual Report onwards, prisoners and public servants are included in Individuals listing.

^ The total departments, Hospital and Health Services and other bodies for 2012-13 were incorrectly reported in the 2012-13 OIC Annual Report. The 
2012-13 figures have been updated in this report to accurately reflect the category of applications received by agency profile for that financial year. 
^^ From 2014-15, other bodies included in Boards/commissions/GOCs/other bodies listing.  

* For reporting purposes this category includes not only refusals to deal with an application by an agency under Chapter 3, Part 4 of the RTI Act, but 
also such reasons as: requested information is not a document of an agency; the request is not an IP Act application; the application was made out 
of time; the external review application is considered frivolous or vexatious; and the agency agreed to process the application.
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6. Outcome of reviews

Outcome of review 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16
Affirming agency decision 27 22 24 23 15

Varying agency decision 20 23 21 11 23

Setting aside agency decision 8 11 10 3 10

Decision under section 110 of RTI Act or section  
123 of IP Act 55# 56 55 37 48

Review settled informally 329 333 409 339 319

Decision application is out of jurisdiction - section 
52, section 101 IP Act; section 32, section 88 of the 
RTI Act

37 45 21 29 27

Decision not to deal with application - section 107 
of IP Act, section 94 of the RTI Act

17 5 5 5 4

Decision to allow agency further time to deal with 
application - section 106 of IP Act, section 93 of 
RTI Act

19 19 10 8 9

Determination of review not required 7333 69 36 42 40

Total 457 458 500 418 407

7. RTI regulation reporting requirements not captured elsewhere within 
the annual report

RTI requirements Outcome
Right to Information Regulation Part 4 section 7

(d) the number of times and the way in which the commissioner has used the entitlement to full and free 
access to documents under section 100 of the Act.+

5

(e) the number of applications made under section 114 of the Act for a declaration that a person is a 
vexatious applicant and the number of declarations under that section made by the commissioner.

0

Right to Information Regulation Part 4 section 7

(f) the number of applications for extension of the 10 year period received by the commissioner under 
schedule 4, part 4, item 1 of the Act and the commissioner’s decision for each application.

0

Right to Information Regulation Part 4 section 7

(a) the number of applications by non-profit organisations for financial hardship status under section 67 of 
the Act.

4

# For the 2011-12 period, previous OIC annual reports have reported Decision under section 110 of RTI Act or section 123 of IP Act as 56; and Determi-
nation of review not required as 72. These figures should have been reported as 55 and 73 respectively.    

+ From this financial year section 100 is read in conjunction with section 103 RTI Act.
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8. IP regulation reporting requirements not captured elsewhere within 
the annual report

IP requirements Outcome
Information Privacy Regulation Part 4 section 5

(c) the number of times and the way in which the commissioner has used the 
entitlement to full and free access to documents under section 113 of the Act.* 

1

(d) the number of applications made under section127 of the Act for a decla-
ration that a person is a vexatious applicant and the number of declarations 
under the section made by the commissioner.

0

Information Privacy Regulation Part 4 section 5

(e) approval of waivers or modifications of the privacy principles under chap-
ter 4, part 5 of the Act.

0

Information Privacy Regulation Part 4 section 5

(f) compliance notices given under chapter 4, part 6 of the Act. 0

Information Privacy Regulation Part 4 section 5(2)

(a) the number of complaints the commissioner has declined to deal with or 
has declined to continue dealing with

40

(b) the grounds for declining to deal with the complaints under paragraph (a) No jurisdiction  section 164– 10;                             
section 168(1)(b) –15; Schedule 2, Part 2–3
section 168(1)(c) –6; section 168(1)(d) –3;
section 168 (1)(e) –1
section 168(2) –1

(c) the categories of relevant entities to which the 62 finalised complaints 
relate.

Hospital and Health Services 6; GOCs 1; bound 
service providers and private sector 3; Public 
authority 5; Court/tribunal 1;
university 1; statutory authorities 9; local 
governments 15; department 28

(d) the provisions of the privacy principles to which the complaints relate. Complaints related to Information Privacy 
Principles 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 10 and 11 and section 33; 
and National Privacy Principles 2, 3 and 4

(e) the number of complaints referred by the commissioner to other entities 
under section 169 of the Act.

0

(f) the number and type of complaints resolved by agreement after mediation.
Total of 9,  Qld State Departments 6, Local Govern-

ment 2, Public Authorities 1

9. 2015-16 Applications for external review of decisions by Ministers 
and agencies

Ministers
Attorney-General and Minister for Justice 1

Minister for Energy and Water Supply 1

Minister for Housing and Public Works 1

Minister for Police, Fire and Emergency Services 4

Minister for Health and Minister for Ambulance Services 1

Premier and Minister for the Arts 1

Treasurer, Minister for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Partnerships and Minister for Sport 1

Sub-total 10

* From this financial year section 113 is read in conjunction with section 116 of the IP Act. 
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Local governments
Boulia Shire Council 1

Blackall-Tambo Regional Council 2

Brisbane City Council 8

Bundaberg Regional Council 2

Burdekin Shire Council 1

Cairns Regional Council 3

Council of the City of Gold Coast 6

Douglas Shire Council 3

Gladstone Regional Council 2

Gympie Regional Council 1

Ipswich City Council 2

Moreton Bay Regional Council 6

Noosa Shire Council 1

Redland City Council 4

Rockhampton Regional Council 3

Scenic Rim Regional Council 1

South Burnett Regional Council 2

Sunshine Coast Regional Council 3

Toowoomba Regional Council 4

Townsville City Council 1

Whitsunday Regional Council 4

Sub-total 60

Boards, Commissions, GOCs and other bodies
Ergon Energy Corporation Limited 1

Crime and Corruption Commission 3

Gladstone Area Water Board 1

Legal Services Commission 3

Library Board of Queensland 7

Office of the Health Ombudsman 3

Queensland All Codes Racing Industry Board T/A Racing Queensland 1

Queensland Building and Construction Commission 3

Queensland Bulk Water Supply Authority (Trading as Seqwater) 1

Queensland Heritage Council 1

Southern Queensland Regional Parole Board 1

Stadiums Queensland 1

TAFE Queensland 1

The Public Trustee of Queensland 1

Trade and Investment Queensland 1

Unity Water 2

WorkCover Queensland 2

Sub-total 33
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Departments
Department of Energy and Water Supply 1

Department of Communities, Child Safety and Disability Services 12

Department of Education and Training 13

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection 11

Department of Housing and Public Works 4

Department of Justice and Attorney-General 28

Department of National Parks, Sport and Racing 1

Department of Natural Resources and Mines 11

Department of Science, Information Technology and Innovation 2

Department of State Development 1

Department of the Premier and Cabinet 3

Department of Transport and Main Roads 5

Public Safety Business Agency 5

Queensland Corrective Services 2

Queensland Fire and Emergency Services 4

Queensland Health 4

Queensland Police Service 52

Queensland Rail 1

Queensland Treasury 7

Queensland Treasury Corporation 1

Sub-total 168

Universities
Griffith University 1

The University of Queensland 8

The University of Southern Queensland 1

Sub-total 10

Hospital and Health Services
Cairns and Hinterland Hospital and Health Service 1

Central Queensland Hospital and Health Service 1

Children’s Health Queensland Hospital and Health Service 2

Darling Downs Hospital and Health Service 4

Gold Coast Hospital and Health Service 6

Mackay Hospital and Health Services 44

Metro North Hospital and Health Service 10

Metro South Hospital and Health Service 2

North West Hospital and Health Service 2

Sunshine Coast Hospital and Health Service 4

Townsville Hospital and Health Service 4

West Moreton Hospital and Health Service 2

Wide Bay Hospital and Health Service 3

Sub-total 85

Total 366
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10. Outcomes of decisions

Review 
number Agency Date of 

decision Outcome Outcome type Section decision

312339
Sunshine Coast Hospital 
and Health Service

14/08/2015
decision s.123 - 
varying agency 
response - IPA

access refused  
IP Act - s.67(1), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(a), RTI Act - s.47(3)(b)

312139
Department of Justice 
and Attorney-General

17/08/2015
decision s.110 - 
set aside agency 
response - RTI

access granted - full  

312404
Metro South Hospital 
and Health Service

24/08/2015
decision s.123 - 
varying agency 
response - IPAd

access refused 
IP Act - s.67(1), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(b)

312201
Metro North Hospital 
and Health Service

27/08/2015
decision s.110 - 
varying agency 
response - RTI

access refused RTI Act - s.47(3)(b)

312464
Department of Justice 
and Attorney-General

1/09/2015
decision s.123 - 
affirming agency 
response - IPA

access refused 
IP Act - s.67(1), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(a)

312176
Queensland University 
of Technology

9/09/2015
decision s.123 - 
varying agency 
response - IPA

access refused 
IP Act - s.67(1), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(e)

312472
Department of Transport 
and Main Roads

10/09/2015
decision s.110 - 
varying agency 
response - RTI

access granted - part
RTI Act - s.47(3)(b), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(e)

312230
Queensland Police 
Service

11/09/2015
decision s.110 - 
affirming agency 
response - RTI

access refused RTI Act - s.47(3)(b)

312287
Queensland Police 
Service

18/09/2015
decision s.110 - 
affirming agency 
response - RTI

access refused RTI Act - s.47(3)(b), 

100106
Minister for Housing and 
Public Works

29/09/2015
decision s.110 - 
varying agency 
response - RTI

access refused
RTI Act - s.47(3)(b), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(e) 

312323
Queensland Police 
Service

8/10/2015
decision s.123 - 
varying agency 
response - IPA

access refused 
IP Act - s.67(1), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(b), RTI Act - s.47(3)(e)

312483
Townsville Hospital and 
Health Service

20/11/2015
decision s.123 - 
varying agency 
response - IPA

access refused 
IP Act - s.67(1), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(e)

312421 Ipswich City Council 26/11/2015
decision s.110 - 
varying agency 
response - RTI

access refused RTI Act - s.47(3)(e)

312354 Ipswich City Council 26/11/2015
decision s.110 - 
affirming agency 
response - RTI

access refused RTI Act - s.47(3)(e)

312288
Council of the City of 
Gold Coast

27/11/2015
decision s.110 - 
varying agency 
response - RTI

access refused
RTI Act - s.47(3)(b), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(e) 

312550
Office of the Health 
Ombudsman

9/12/2015
decision s.123 - 
varying agency 
response - IPA

access refused 
IP Act - s.67(1), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(e)

312449
The Board of Trustees of 
the State Public Sector 
Superannuation Scheme

14/12/2015
decision s.110 - 
set aside agency 
response - RTI

access granted - full  
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Review 
number Agency Date of 

decision Outcome Outcome type Section decision

312328 James Cook University 15/12/2015
decision s.110 - 
varying agency 
response - RTI

access refused RTI Act - s.47(3)(e)

312307
Cairns and Hinterland 
Hospital and Health 
Service

16/12/2015
decision s.110 - 
varying agency 
response - RTI

access refused RTI Act - s.47(3)(e)

312535
Queensland Police 
Service

15/01/2016
decision s.110 - 
affirming agency 
response - RTI

access refused RTI Act - s.47(3)(b)

312363
Rockhampton Regional 
Council

22/01/2016
decision s.123 - 
varying agency 
response - IPA

access refused IP Act - s.67(1)

312378
Rockhampton Regional 
Council

22/01/2016
decision s.123 - 
varying agency 
response - IPA

access refused 
IP Act - s.67(1), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(b)

312369
North Burnett Regional 
Council

29/01/2016
decision s.110 - 
set aside agency 
response - RTI

access granted - full  

312530
Office of the Health 
Ombudsman

4/02/2016
decision s.123 - 
affirming agency 
response - IPA

access refused
IP Act - s.67(1), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(e)

312336
Public Service 
Commission

11/02/2016
decision s.110 - 
affirming agency 
response - RTI

access refused  RTI Act - s.47(3)(e)

312400
Queensland Police 
Service

18/02/2016
decision s.110 - 
varying agency 
response - RTI

access refused RTI Act - s.47(3)(a)

312394
Department of 
Environment and 
Heritage Protection

24/02/2016
decision s.110 - 
affirming agency 
response - RTI

access granted - full

312531
Department of 
Environment and 
Heritage Protection

24/02/2016
decision s.110 - 
affirming agency 
response - RTI

access granted - full

312627 Queensland Treasury 29/02/2016
decision s.110 - 
affirming agency 
response - RTI

access refused
RTI Act - s.47(3)(a), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(b)

312245
Department of National 
Parks, Sport and Racing

4/03/2016
decision s.110 - 
set aside agency 
response - RTI

access granted - full  

100104
Department of Housing 
and Public Works 

17/03/2016
decision s.110 - 
set aside agency 
response - RTI

access refused
RTI Act - s.47(3)(a), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(b) 

312625
Blackall-Tambo Regional 
Council

15/04/2016
decision s.110 - 
affirming agency 
response - RTI

access granted - full  

312510 Ipswich City Council 20/04/2016
decision s.110 - 
affirming agency 
response - RTI

access refused RTI Act - s.47(3)(b)

312491
Department of State 
Development

21/04/2016
decision s.110 - 
varying agency 
response - RTI

access refused RTI Act - s.47(3)(b)

312740
Minister for Health and 
Minister for Ambulance 
Services

21/04/2016
decision s.123 - 
affirming agency 
response - IPA

access refused  
IP Act - s.67(1), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(e)
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Review 
number Agency Date of 

decision Outcome Outcome type Section decision

312545
Queensland Police 
Service

27/04/2016
decision s.110 - 
varying agency 
response - RTI

access granted - full

312536
Queensland Police 
Service

13/05/2016
decision s.123 - 
varying agency 
response - IPA

access refused  
IP Act - s.67(1), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(b), RTI Act - s.47(3)(e)

312556
Metro South Hospital 
and Health Service

27/05/2016
decision s.123 - 
varying agency 
response - IPA

access refused  
IP Act - s.67(1), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(a), RTI Act - s.47(3)(b), 
RTI Act - s.47(3)(e)

312785
Department of Transport 
and Main Roads

3/06/2016
decision s.110 - 
affirming agency 
response - RTI

access granted - full

312534 Queensland Treasury 10/06/2016
decision s.110 - 
varying agency 
response - RTI

access refused
RTI Act - s.47(3)(a), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(b)

312600
Department of Education 
and Training

10/06/2016
decision s.123 - 
varying agency 
response - IPA

access refused 
IP Act - s.67(1), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(a), RTI Act - s.47(3)(b), 
RTI Act - s.47(3)(e)

312477
Department of Justice 
and Attorney-General

27/06/2016
decision s.110 - 
set aside agency 
response - RTI

access granted - full  

312478
Department of Justice 
and Attorney-General

27/06/2016
decision s.110 - 
set aside agency 
response - RTI

access granted - full  

312480
Department of Justice 
and Attorney-General

27/06/2016
decision s.110 - 
set aside agency 
response - RTI

access granted - full  

312481
Department of Justice 
and Attorney-General

27/06/2016
decision s.110 - 
set aside agency 
response - RTI

access granted - full  

312516
Department of Justice 
and Attorney-General

27/06/2016
decision s.110 - 
set aside agency 
response - RTI

access granted - full  

312308
Queensland Police 
Service

30/06/2016
decision s.123 - 
varying agency 
response - IPA

access refused 
IP Act - s.67(1), RTI Act - 
s.47(3)(a), RTI Act - s.47(3)(b), 
RTI Act - s.47(3)(e)

312772
Department of 
Environment and 
Heritage Protection

30/06/2016
decision s.110 - 
affirming agency 
response - RTI

access refused RTI Act - s.47(3)(a)
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