
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        
satisfi ed with the conduct 
of the review

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

Percentage of agencies 
satisfi ed with the conduct 
of external review

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

Median days to fi nalise 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 fi nalised 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 fi nalised 
to received

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

* More applications were fi nalised 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 aff ected 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 satisfi ed 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 oft en 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 oft en 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 affi  rmed, varied or set aside 
and substituted by our own decision.

We received 366 applications for external review of 
agency decisions in 2015–16 and fi nalised 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.
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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 suffi  cient 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 fi nalised
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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 inquiries 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 fi ts within the defi nition of a ’public 
authority’ as defi ned 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 offi  cers 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 aff airs and enhance the 
Government’s accountability and contribute to informed 
debate. In the course of resolving this matter, we also 
used specifi c 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 
diffi  culties. 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 confi rmed that 
it contained a large number of identifi able 
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 
fi lter over all of the footage may be eff ective, 
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 soft ware. 
We referred the agency to our Managing 
Access to Digital Video Recordings guideline 
and confi rmed 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 soft ware.  
The agency agreed and the external review 
was suspended while new hardware and 
soft ware 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 fi lter 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 fi rst 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 fi nalised reviews 
informally without a written determination. Figure 5 
shows that for this fi nancial 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 fi nalised by a formal written 
decision. 
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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 aff airs 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 signifi cant 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 
signifi cant prejudice to the third party’s 
business and commercial aff airs, 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 fi nalised 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 affi  rms, 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 aft er 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 aft er 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 confi dentiality 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 off er’ 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 aff ect 
QSuper’s business, commercial or fi nancial aff airs. 

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 Offi  cer 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 eff ect on its business, commercial and fi nancial 
aff airs 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 satisfi ed 
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 eff ects 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 satisfi ed that disclosure could 
reasonably be expected to promote open discussion of 
public aff airs, 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 Offi  cer.  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 Offi  cer responsible for a scheme 
aff ecting the fi nancial 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 satisfi ed 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 eff ect 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 offi  cials 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 eff ect 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 
defi nition of ‘public authority’ as contained in section 
16 of the RTI Act did not appear suffi  ciently 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 fi ve appeals were 
made to QCAT by external review applicants in relation to 
decisions of the Information Commissioner.

Three matters not fi nalised in QCAT from previous years, 
were carried over into this period. During 2015–16 QCAT 
fi nalised 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 
fi ve 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 
fi nalising 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/effi  ciency measure for the number of 
external reviews open for more than 12 months at the 
end of the fi nancial 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 
fi nalise a review. In 2015–16 the median days to fi nalise 
a review was 98 days. 
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The anticipated loss of timeliness was identifi ed 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 aff ected 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 fi nd permanent positions elsewhere. This 
funding uncertainty remains an issue until the strategic 
review of the offi  ce 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. Oft en, 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 diffi  culties 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  Offi  ce of the Information Commissioner 2013–14 Annual Report page 5.
3 Offi  ce 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 fi nalise 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 fi nalised 
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 fi nalised

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 aff ected.

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 fi nalisation.

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 satisfi ed with the way external reviews 
were conducted. 

We acknowledge that not all applicants will be satisfi ed 
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 fi le closure letter. 

72% of applicants were satisfi ed 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 eff ectively 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 specifi c 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 satisfi ed with the 

conduct of external reviews. Target 75%.

Further measures to ensure 
effectiveness and efficiencies
At the closure of every external review, the fi le was 
reviewed to determine what issues were considered 
and whether our information resources or annotated 
legislation needed to be modifi ed 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 fi nalised. 
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 fi le 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-profi t organisation 
may apply to the Information Commissioner for fi nancial 
hardship status. Where fi nancial hardship status is 
granted, the decision has eff ect for one year from the 
date of the decision. During 2015–16 the Information 
Commissioner received four application from
non-profi t organisations for fi nancial 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 benefi t 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 specifi c 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         
satisfi ed with the mediation 
service

70%

Insuffi  cient 
meaningful 

data+

Insuffi  cient 
meaningful 

data+
100%

Insuffi  cient 
meaningful 

data

Insuffi  ent 
meaningful 

data

Percentage of agencies 
satisfi ed with the privacy 
complaint mediation service 
provided

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

Percentage of privacy 
complaints fi nalised 
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 fi nalise 
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 – Offi  ce of the Information Commissioner. 
 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 fi nancial 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 
signifi cant 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. 

Signifi cantly, 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 
eff orts 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 offi  cial 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 Privacy 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 Offi  ce, International Association on 
Privacy Professionals Australia New Zealand (IAPPANZ), 
Open Data Institute Queensland, Asia Pacifi c 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 signifi cant 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 
oft en 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 signifi cant 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 identifi able 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 Aff airs 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 (Notifi cation 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 fi nalised

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 fi gures 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 diff erence from previous years was agency 
willingness to consider and pay amounts of fi nancial 
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 fi gure 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 defi ned 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 fi rst 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 
fi rst 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 fi rst made their 
privacy complaint to the respondent and if so, the 
date that privacy complaint was made. Where the 
facts are more diffi  cult 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 offi  ce 
will aff ord 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 
fi nalise an accepted privacy complaint was 90 days.

The mean average days to fi nalise 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 classifi cations 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 fi nalise 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 fi nancial 
compensation, delays oft en 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 fi nalised. 
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 satisfi ed or very satisfi ed 
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 oft en 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 offi  cer] 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 fi nding 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 fi ve reported 
decisions to date arising from these referrals. Two 
notable decisions this year include the fi rst 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 suff ered. 
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 confi rm 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 
suff ered 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 
satisfi ed 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 signifi cant step to resolving a 
privacy complaint. An appropriate apology is oft en 
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 
signifi cant 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 
aft er 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 fi rst complained to the 
respondent agency and brought their complaint to 
the Offi  ce of the Information Commissioner aft er 
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 fi rst 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 diff erent way. 
Approval will only be granted where the Information 
Commissioner is satisfi ed that the waiver or modifi cation 
is more strongly in the public interest than compliance 
with the principles.

During 2015–16, we did not receive any applications for 
waivers or modifi cations 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-identifi cation

• 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 artifi cial 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 signifi cance.

• 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 
satisfi ed with the 
information and assistance 
provided by OIC

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

Percentage of agencies 
satisfi ed 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 satisfi ed 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 signifi cant increase from the previous 
reporting period. Additionally, enquiries received from 
agencies and from the public were increasingly complex 
and sought more specifi c 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 offi  ce 
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 identifi ed 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 identifi ed that there was  
a resource needed specifi cally 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 
specifi c 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 specifi c 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 oft en 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 signifi cant guidelines to 
increase the benefi t 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’ identifi ed 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 off ered:

• Fast Track Negotiation Skills; and

• Decision-writing.

Following the pilot course delivered in 2014-15, 
our decision-writing training was again off ered 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 specifi c 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. Identifi ed 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 oft en 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 satisfi ed 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 off er both general 
awareness of information rights and responsibilities as 
well as more specifi c 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 offi  cers

• 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 effi  ciency of 
resources in meeting the changing needs of agencies. 

In doing so we off ered 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 fi ve-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 eff ectively. 
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. Fift y-fi ve 
partners joined to demonstrate their commitment and 
support for open government while raising awareness 
more broadly. We assisted by developing a range of 
specifi c 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 oft en acknowledged. But each 
fear can be reduced in the light of positive evidence about 
the value of disclosure and within a more nuanced and 
refi ned 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 Pacifi c 
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 offi  cial 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. 

Fift y-fi ve 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 offi  cers (see page 29). 

• We continued to be an active member of the Asia 
Pacifi c Privacy Authorities. The group is the principal 
forum for privacy and data protection authorities in 
the Asia Pacifi c 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 satisfi ed 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 offi  cers.” – 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 off erings are relevant, 
eff ective and effi  cient. Twenty-one stakeholders 
across the social, environmental, legal and economic 
sectors were identifi ed 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 identifi ed 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 
eff ective 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 offi  cers 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 Offi  cers. 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
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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 effi  ciencies 
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 soft ware 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 fi rst in 2013–14. 

We found that in most areas, the Council was meeting its 
legislative obligations well. The key fi ndings 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 
eff orts 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 eff ectively 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 fi xed 
surveillance cameras.  

The follow-up review noted a signifi cant increase in fi xed 
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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