Classification: Official

Our Ref: 2025-38

Contact: Paula Casserly
9222 6411

Mr Michael Lee

Health Services Union of WA
8 Coolgardie Terrace
PERTH WA 6000

via email: mlee@hsuwa.com.au

Dear Mr Lee

APPLICATION TO ACCESS DOCUMENTS
UNDER THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 1992 (WA)

| refer to your Freedom of Information (FOI) application initially received on 18 August 2025,
requesting access to records held by the Department of Health (Western Australia).

Please find enclosed the Notice of Decision in relation to your application.

If you are not satisfied with the decision, you have a right to apply for an internal review. Details
of the review process are set out in the Notice of Decision.

You are welcome to contact me if you have any queries.

Yours sincerely

Paula Casserly
SENIOR FOI COORDINATOR
TECHNOLOGY AND INFORMATION SERVICES

8 October 2025



NOTICE OF DECISION
UNDER SECTION 30 of the
Freedom of Information Act 1992 (WA)

APPLICANT: Michael Lee

Health Services Union (HSU) of WA

DECISION MAKER: Paula Casserly

Senior Freedom of Information (FOI) Coordinator

DATE OF DECISION: 8 October 2025

For the reasons set out below, | have decided to provide you with edited access to 2 documents
and refused access to the remaining documents.

ACCESS APPLICATION

On 18 August 2025, your FOI application, submitted via email, was received by the Department
of Health (the department) seeking access to records from January 2023 to the present date,
concerning the:

1. Independent Review of Career Pathways for Health Professionals

Specifically, you requested records in relation to the Interim Report and the Final Report, being:

Interim Report

1.1

1.2

Emails and/or letters, including their attachments and/or documents produced relating
to the interim report [or versions of] provided by the Independent Reviewer (IR) AHP
Workforce, Dr Susan Nancarrow or their team and/or associates — Health Professional
Workforce to the department, including correspondence and/or briefing notes to and
from the Minister for Health (MfH), or created for the purpose of informing or briefing
the MfH and specifically including the dates and times that the relevant documents
were sent and received.

All reports and iterations of reports, including drafts and versions of the interim report
provided by the IR AHP Workforce, Dr Susan Nancarrow or their team and/or
associates — Health Professional Workforce to the department, including
correspondence and/or briefing notes to and from the MfH, or created for the purpose
of informing or briefing the MfH and specifically including the dates and times that the
relevant documents were sent and received.

Final Report

1.3

1.4

Emails and/or letters, including their attachments and/or documents produced relating
to the final report or draft and version of a final report provided by the IR AHP
Workforce, Dr Susan Nancarrow, or their team and/or associates — Health
Professional Workforce to the department, including correspondence and/or briefing
notes to and from the MfH or created for the purpose of informing or briefing the MfH
and specifically including the dates and times that the relevant documents were sent
and received.

All reports and iterations of reports, including drafts and versions of the final report or
draft and version of a final report provided by the IR AHP Workforce, Dr Susan
Nancarrow, or their team and/or associates — Health Professional Workforce to the
department, including correspondence and/or briefing notes to and from the MfH or
created for the purpose of informing or briefing the MfH, and specifically including the
dates and times that the relevant documents were sent and received.
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The department acknowledged receipt of the emailed request, noting that the scope of the FOI
application appeared to be very broad, not only in timeframe, but also in consideration of
including email correspondence over the period of 2+ years.

THE REQUESTED DOCUMENTS

Consultation was undertaken with the relevant business area within the department to ascertain
whether the scope was manageable.

On 21 August 2025, the department contacted you via email to propose the following scope for
your consideration:

1. Drafts and all versions of the interim report and final report received from the
Independent Reviewer AHP Workforce, Dr Susan Nancarrow or team, and/or
associates.

2. Signed BNs to the Minister for Health, briefing on the Independent Review of Career
Pathways for Health Professionals.

You confirmed you agreed with this revised scope on 21 August 2025.

In response, searches of the Department Health’s electronic document records management
system were conducted, resulting in a number of documents being identified. A request was
made to the relevant business areas for documents in line with the requested documents to
ensure all necessary information was gathered and provided accordingly. The requested
materials were sourced and reviewed to align with the specified requirements.

Section 24 — Exempt Matter; Deleting Before Access Given

Under section 24 of the Freedom of Information Act 1992 (the FOI Act), if it is practicable for
an agency to give access to a document from which exempt matter has been deleted, the
agency must give access to an edited copy of the document.

Upon inspection of the documents 2 and 3 that you seek access to, | am of the view that it is
practicable to provide access with the exempt matter removed. In that regard, the documents
have been edited in accordance with section 24 of the FOI Act.

EDITED ACCESS

Documents 2 and 3

Edited access has been provided to these documents with exempt matter removed under
clauses 3(1) and 6(1).

EXEMPTIONS — SCHEDULE 1

Clause 3(1) — Personal Information

Clause 3 of the FOI Act essentially provides that when the personal information of a third party
is located within a document, then that personal information may be exempt unless one of the
limits to that exemption is applicable.

Personal information is defined at the Glossary of the FOI Act as:

Personal information means information or an opinion, whether true or not, and
whether recorded in a material form or not, about an individual, whether living or
dead —

(a) whose identity is apparent or can reasonably be ascertained from the
information or opinion; or
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(b) who can be identified by reference to an identification number or other
identifying particular such as a fingerprint, retina print or body sample;

In reviewing the documents, it is apparent to me that it contains the personal information of
others (i.e. third parties) and is therefore exempt from release pursuant to clause 3(1), Schedule
1 of the FOI Act.

| am now required to consider the ‘limits on exemption’ contained at clause 3(2) to 3(6) in
Schedule 1 of the FOI Act.

Clause 3(2) provides that matter is not exempt merely because its disclosure would reveal
personal information about the applicant. Having examined the documents | consider that they
do not contain your personal information and that consequently clause 3(2) does not apply in
this instance.

Clauses 3(3) and 3(4) provide that information is not exempt merely because its disclosure
would reveal ‘prescribed details’ of an officer, former officer or contractor for an agency.
Prescribed details are defined at regulation 9(1) and 9(2) of the Freedom of Information
Regulations 1993 and provides that certain specific work-related personal information is not to
be considered as being exempt pursuant to clause 3(1). Information of this type includes:

(@) the person’s name; or

(b) any qualifications held by the person relevant to the person’s position in the agency;
or

(c) the position held by the person in the agency; or

(d) the functions and duties of the person, as described in any job description document
for the position held by the person; or

(e) anything done by the person in the course of performing or purporting to perform the
person’s functions or duties as an officer as described in any job description document
for the position held by the person.

Consequently, any information which is outside of the prescribed details is considered the
personal information of officers and is therefore prima facie exempt.

Direct contact telephone numbers and email addresses of public officers are not prescribed
details, and Clause 3(3) does not apply to that material.

Any material considered to be prescribed details has not been redacted.

Clause 3(5) provides that information will not be exempt under clause 3(1) if the applicant
provides evidence establishing that the individual concerned consents to the disclosure of their
personal information. No such consent has been provided by you and in the absence of any
such consent, clause 3(5) does not apply.

Clause 3(6) - Public Interest

Clause 3(6), provides that personal information is not exempt if disclosure would, on balance,
be in the public interest. In considering clause 3(6), | have weighed public interest factors both
in favor of, and against disclosure of personal information.

It is well established that the public interest means a matter in which the interest is that of the
public, as distinct from the interest of a particular individual or individuals."

As such, the public interest is not primarily concerned with the personal interests of a particular
access applicant, rather, the question is whether the disclosure would be of some benefit to the
public generally.

1 DPP v Smith [1991] 1 VR 63 at p.75.
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In order to determine whether disclosure would, on balance, be in the public interest, the
relevant competing public interests (those favoring disclosure and those against), need to be
weighed against each other.

In favor of disclosure, | have considered the general public interest in individuals exercising
their rights of access under the FOI Act, by being able to access information held by a
government agency.

| also recognise the public interest in the accountability of government and its agencies for the
performance of their functions.

Alternatively, in favor of nondisclosure | have considered the public interest in protecting the
privacy of individuals and am also cognisant that FOI provisions are not intended to breach the
privacy of an individual, unless there is a demonstrable public benefit in doing so.

As no restrictions or conditions can be placed upon the release of documents under the FOI
Act, disclosure of information under the FOI Act is disclosure to the world at large.?

Accordingly, when considering whether or not to disclose documents under the FOI Act, the
effects of disclosure are generally considered as though disclosure were to the world at large,
rather than only to the particular access applicant.

In balancing the above competing interests, | do not consider that disclosure of personal
information of a third party in the public domain, would, on balance, be in the public interest.
Accordingly, | am of the view that this limit does not apply.

Clause 6(1) — Deliberative processes of Government etc., matter revealing

Clause 6(1) of Schedule 1 to FOI Act provides an exemption from disclosure for documents
that would reveal the deliberative processes of the Government, a Minister, or an agency.
These deliberative processes refer to internal evaluations, reflections, and judgments
concerning the merits, practicality, or timing of proposals, decisions, or courses of action. As
established in Re Waterford and Department of the Treasury (No. 2) [1984] AATA 67; (1984)
5 ALD 588, such processes encompass the evaluative and judgmental aspects of decision-
making.

Clause 6(1) is intended to safeguard the integrity of an agency’s internal deliberative
processes, particularly in the context of agreement negotiations. This exemption protects
documents that contain preliminary evaluations, internal discussions, or draft
recommendations from disclosure, where such release could undermine procedural fairness or
hinder effective decision-making.

The reports you are seeking access to are still being finalised and remains subject to ongoing
deliberations, as it is currently under review. The Department is in the process of developing a
revised career pathways proposal for allied health professionals, which will be subject to
government endorsement prior to the review becoming publicly known. Disclosure of this
information at this stage could disrupt internal decision-making, discourage frank and candid
input, and potentially mislead stakeholders with incomplete or evolving content.

To rely on clause 6(1), the agency must demonstrate that:
(a) the documents contain matter relating to its deliberative processes, such as opinions,

advice, or recommendations prepared for internal decision-making; and

(b) disclosure would be contrary to the public interest, for example by discouraging frank
internal discussion, compromising procedural fairness, or exposing incomplete or
sensitive information.

2 H and Graylands [1996] D05096 at [17] and Public Transport Authority [2018] WASC 47 at [71].
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The Clause 6(1) exemption has not been applied to material that is purely factual in nature, nor
to content that relates solely to procedural or administrative functions. It has also not been
applied to advice or recommendations that have already been implemented or communicated.

Furthermore, the exemption does not extend to material contained in internal manuals, factual
or statistical information, or documents that have been in existence for ten years or more.
However, reports currently under consideration by the Department—particularly those forming
part of the deliberative process for developing a revised career pathways proposal—remain
subject to this exemption, as their disclosure would be contrary to the public interest while
deliberations are ongoing.

Access has therefore been refused to parts of document 3 and all of documents 1 and 4 that
remain under active consideration or that would, if disclosed, prematurely and inappropriately
reveal the agency’s deliberations—particularly its negotiating position and strategic approach
to the forthcoming final report.

Public interest — Clause 6(1)(b)

The agency must also consider the public interest test, which requires a careful balance
between the public’s right to access information and the need to protect internal deliberative
processes. In this case, the documents contain sensitive and ongoing discussions regarding
the review of the Career Pathways for Health Professionals, including strategic considerations
and advice.

It is well established that the public interest refers to matters where the concern or benefit is
that of the public at large, rather than the interests of a particular individual or group.®
Accordingly, the public interest is not primarily concerned with the personal interests of a
specific access applicant. The key consideration is whether disclosure would provide some
benefit to the public generally.

A matter will be in the public interest if it is of serious concern or benefit to the community, or—
even if not widely known—serves the public’s broader interests. Conversely, disclosure may
be contrary to the public interest if it prejudices the protection of an individual’s right to privacy.
Assessing the public interest in disclosure involves identifying and weighing the factors that
support access against those that argue against it.

Factors that support disclosure include advancing the objectives of the FOI Act, informing
public debate on matters of public importance, promoting effective oversight of public
expenditure, and enabling individuals to access documents containing their personal
information. In assessing the public interest, it is particularly important to consider whether
disclosure would enhance government transparency and accountability, or whether it could
reasonably be expected to prejudice public health or safety, or harm the interests of a group of
individuals. While transparency and accountability are significant public interests, they must be
carefully weighed against the potential harm that premature disclosure may cause.

In favour of non-disclosure, the agency is satisfied that the premature release of the report
could significantly impair its ability to make informed decisions without undue interference.
Disclosure at this early stage may discourage frank and candid internal communication,
prejudice ongoing negotiations, and compromise the integrity of the agency’s decision-making
processes. The documents contain sensitive and evolving content, including strategic
considerations, legal advice, and the terms of ongoing negotiations or business arrangements.
Revealing such details prematurely could undermine the fairness and effectiveness of these
processes, particularly while the report remains under active consideration as part of a broader
deliberative process.

While transparency and accountability are important public interests, they must be weighed
against the potential harm that premature disclosure could cause. In this context, the agency

3 DPP v Smith [1991] 1 VR 63 at p.75.
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has determined that withholding the deliberative content is justified to preserve the integrity and
fairness of its processes.

REFUSED ACCESS
Documents 1 and 4

Access to these documents is refused as | am satisfied that they are exempt documents under
clause 6(1).

Upon inspection of the remaining documents you seek access to, | have considered the
application of Section 24. The exempt matter in documents 1 and 4 is extensive and therefore
| do not consider it practicable to remove such matter from the documents without rendering
the document meaningless. Therefore, access has been refused to these documents.

For more detailed information on the legislation applied, please see the attached
excerpt copies of the FOI Act.

RIGHTS OF REVIEW
If you are dissatisfied or aggrieved by the decision of this agency regarding access to
documents, you can apply for a review of that decision. An explanation of the Review and

Appeal Process is provided in the document attached to this notice of decision.

COSTS AND CHARGES

Application Fee @ $30.00 $30.00

Processing Charges NIL

Less Paid -$30.00
Total Due | NIL

Yours sincerely,

Paula Casserly
Senior Freedom of Information Coordinator
Department of Health

8 October 2025
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REVIEW AND APPEAL PROCESS

Step 1 - Internal Review (Section 39 - 40 and 54)

If you disagree with a decision made by an agency about your access application, your request
for amendment of personal information or an access application where you are a third party, you
have the right to apply to the agency for an internal review.

To apply for an internal review, you must lodge a written request with the Department of Health
within 30 days of being given this decision. An independent officer will be appointed to conduct
your review within 15 days.

In some circumstances, the agency's Manager Information Services may allow the application
for internal review to be lodged after the specified period.

The application for internal review must:

1. Be in writing;
2. Give sufficient details of the decision/s you wish to have reviewed; and
3. Give an address in Australia to which notices can be sent.

There is no charge for lodging an application for an internal review.
Applications for internal review should be addressed and sent to:

Freedom of Information
Department of Health

GPO 8172

Perth Business Centre WA 6849
Email: FOl.DOH@health.wa.gov.au

Step 2 - External Review by the Information Commissioner (Section 65-66)

After internal review, if you still disagree with the agency’s decision, you may lodge a complaint
with the Information Commissioner, seeking external review of the agency’s decision. The
Commissioner is independent of executive government and reports directly to Parliament.

If you are the access applicant, you must apply for external review within 60 days after being
given the agency's decision. If you are a third party who objects to disclosure of your information,
you must apply for external review within 30 days after being given the agency's decision.

In exceptional circumstances, the Commissioner may allow a complaint to be lodged after these
periods have elapsed.

A complaint to the Information Commissioner must:

Be in writing;

Give an address in Australia to which notices may be sent;
Give particulars of the decision you want reviewed;
Enclose a copy of this notice of decision; and

Be lodged at the Office of the Information Commissioner.

agbrwN=

Office of the Information Commissioner
Albert Facey House

469 Wellington Street

PERTH WA 6000

Tel: (08) 6551 7888 or 1800 621 244 (Country)
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EXCERPT COPIES OF THE ACT

Section

24, Exempt matter, deleting before access given

If —
(a) the access application requests access to a document containing exempt
matter; and

(b) it is practicable for the agency to give access to a copy of the document
from which the exempt matter has been deleted; and

(c) the agency considers (either from the terms of the application or after
consultation with the applicant) that the applicant would wish to be given
access to an edited copy,

the agency has to give access to an edited copy even if the document is the subject
of an exemption certificate.

Exemptions - Schedule 1 of the FOI Act

3. Personal information

(1) Matter is exempt matter if its disclosure would reveal personal information about an
individual (whether living or dead).

(2) Matter is not exempt matter under subclause (1) merely because its disclosure
would reveal personal information about the applicant.

(3) Matter is not exempt matter under subclause (1) merely because its disclosure
would reveal, in relation to a person who is or has been an officer of an agency,
prescribed details relating to —

(a) the person; or

(b) the person’s position or functions as an officer; or

(c) things done by the person in the course of performing
functions as an officer.

(4) Matter is not exempt matter under subclause (1) merely because its disclosure
would reveal, in relation to a person who performs, or has performed, services for
an agency under a contract for services, prescribed details relating to —

(a) the person; or
(b) the contract; or
(c) things done by the person in performing services under the contract.

(5) Matter is not exempt matter under subclause (1) if the applicant provides evidence
establishing that the individual concerned consents to the disclosure of the matter to
the applicant.

(6) Matter is not exempt matter under subclause (1) if its disclosure would, on balance,
be in the public interest.
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6.

Deliberative processes of Government etc., matter revealing
(1) Matter is exempt matter if its disclosure —
(a) would reveal —

(i) any opinion, advice or recommendation that has been obtained,
prepared or recorded; or

(ii) any consultation or deliberation that has taken place, in the course of, or
for the purpose of, the deliberative processes of the Government, a
Minister or an agency; and

(b) would, on balance, be contrary to the public interest.

(2) Matter that appears in an internal manual of an agency is not exempt matter under
subclause (1).

(3) Matter that is merely factual or statistical is not exempt matter under subclause (1).

(4) Matter is not exempt matter under subclause (1) if at least 10 years have passed
since the matter came into existence.
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FREEDOM OF INFORMATION
Document Schedule

Applicant Name: Health Services Union of WA

Reference Number: 2025-38

Document | Page

Number

Description

Exemption  Decision

1, 1-78 14/08/2025 Briefing Note R Clause 6(1) of Schedule 1
2 79-80 24/01/2025 Letter E Clause 3(1) of Schedule 1

81-109 o Clause 3(1) of Schedule 1
3. 04/11/2024 Briefing note E Clause 6(1) of Schedule 1
4 110-148 10/04/2024 Briefing note R Clause 6(1) of Schedule 1

Key:

Full Access - F

Edited Access — E

Refused Access - R

Access outside of the FOI Act - AOFA






































































































































































































































































is set out in Attachment 2). However, the improvement fell well short of our expectations of
what a firm commitment to implement modern career pathways for over 7,000 Allied Health
Professionals, the second largest clinical workforce in WA public health, should look like.

Regrettably, the terms of the Second Offer again missed the opportunity provided by the
Review process for meaningful progress. Ignoring the calls for change from the professional
people who have dedicated their working lives to public patient care is one thing. It's another
to also ignore the overwhelming evidence collated under the Review process of the need for
real improvement for this workforce, which is in short supply and critical to sustainable public
health care.

We accept that reform will need to happen in stages, however the stages should be
designed to be timely and lead to meaningful improvement - because the goal is clear. A
change based on keeping the existing structures intact, with otherwise vague commitments
and a one-off reclassification up a level on the health professionals pay scale in 2027 and
2028 for a portion of the workforce (approx. 19%), is not an adequate response to a serious
workforce situation. It would leave WA lagging for even longer behind the contemporary
practices in other States and countries, like the UK and New Zealand, and would not
strengthen the workforce, nor improve retention and service delivery.

A focus on minimising the financial “cost” to resolve this Member claim is represented in the
terms of the Second Offer. There appears to be an absence of considering the real costs of
not acting with purpose to implement this overdue workforce reform, in the short, medium
and long term. This includes the direct impact on attraction and retention of the workforce,
workforce effectiveness and culture, “work arounds” that end up costing more, as well as
patient care and the sustainability of public health care delivery. This claim impacts from
ramping and bed block in the acute hospital setting to a lack of mental health practitioners
for children’s mental health services in the community.

We hope that continuing to apply a rigid, antiquated workforce model to a workforce that has
transformed, and will continue to transform, is not an outcome you consider acceptable in
2024. HSUWA Members request that you step in as needed to deliver a serious response to
Claim 11. We understand this is significant change that will need to be stepped out carefully.
We hope you will work with us to achieve this. We enclose the collated the comments from
Members sent to you in July, to support this request.

We look forward to hearing from you.

Yours sincerely

Clause 3(1)

cc
Minster Simone McGurk; Dr Shirely Bowen, Josh Chapman
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ATTACHMENT 2

20 August 2024 Second Offer (3-year term proposed).
Response to Claim 11 — in letter of offer

Career Pathways for Health Professionals

| refer to negotiations between the Health Services Union of Western Australian (Union of
Workers) (HSU) and the Department of Health (Department) for a replacement WA Health
System — HSUWA — PACTS Industrial Agreement 2022 (Agreement), and the Exchange of
Letters dated 7 October 2022, regarding the Independent Review — Career Pathways for
Health Professionals (Review).

As you are aware, the Review was a key commitment arising from negotiations for the
current Agreement. On 5 July 2023, the Department engaged AHP Workforce to undertake a
review of the career pathways for health professionals to support the retention of a skilled
health professionals workforce, as well as assisting to develop of contemporary clinical
practices and new models of care.

Following extensive research and consultation, AHP Workforce delivered interim findings in
March 2024, and has since been consulting with the HSU and WA Health workforce to
inform the final report which is due for completion in late 2024.

While the outcome of the final report is not yet known, WA Health is committed to taking
action to address limitations in the career pathways available to health professionals pending
the release of the report. As such, the Department commits to establishing and resourcing a
unit of up to 5.0 FTE within the Chief Allied Health Office (CAHO).

WA Health commits to reforming the career pathways for health professionals in a phased
approach following registration of a replacement Agreement over a 3.5 year period the unit
will implement the following commitments in 3 consecutive phases:

Phase 1~ Commencing from registration of the Agreement

During Phase 1, the CAHO health professionals unit will:

o Develop a blueprint to support the implementation of a modernised career pathway,
having consideration for Queensland and Victoria’s implementation plans.

* Review and modernise the Classification Descriptors for levels P-3 to P-7 to better
reflect the six career pathways in collaboration with relevant stakeholders.

* Review and modernise the Classification Descriptors for Levels P-7 to P-9 to remove
barriers to progression for roles which are not part of a state-wide service, where
appropriate.

o Following the review of the descriptors, undertake a gap analysis to identify new
career opportunities, including the establishment of Clinical Educator roles and
Advanced, Expert and Consultant Level positions.

s Review roles and responsibilities and amend JDFs to align with the revised
Classification Descriptors in collaboration with the System-wide Classification Unit,

o Establish an appropriate JDF for a Clinical Educator position to support educating the
health professionals workforce.
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40
4
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82

KEMH

SMHS - FSH & Fremantle

South Metropolitan Health Service
NMHS

PathWest

SCGH

PathWest

SMHS

PMH

Fiona Stanley Hospital

Royal Perth Hospital

SCGH

Child & Adolescent Mental Health
CAMHS

SMHS

SMHS - Fiona Stanley Hospital

Sir Charlies Gairdner Hospital
Child & Adolescent Health Service
EMHS

NMHS

SCGH

Fiona Staniey Hospital

NMHS

SMHS

Sir Charles Gairdner

Rockingham General Hospital
PathWest Laboratory Medicine
WACHS

Royal Perth Bentley Group
FSH/Rockingham Hospital

SMHS

NMHS

Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital
Fiona Stanley Hospital

CAHS

CAHS

PathWest Laboratory Medicine
Rockingham General Hospital
South Metropolitan Health Service
SMHS

Older Adult Mental Health Service
Fiona Stanley Hospital

Fiona Stanley Hospital

Sonographer

Senior Social Worker

Senior Pharmacist

Clinical Psychologist

Medical Scientist

Radiation Therapist

Medical Scientist in Charge
Senior Physiotherapist
Physio

Deputy Chief MIT

Senior Health Practitioner
Radiographer

Senior Occupational Therapist
Clinical Psychologist
Administrative Officer
Pharmacist

Medical Imaging Technologist
Senior Pharmacist

Principal Biomedical Engineer
Allied Health

Senior Radiation Therapist
Neurology Social Worker
Medical Imaging Technologist
Complex Care Coordinator
Radiation Therapist
Pharmacist

Principal Scientist

Senior Physiotherapist
Deputy HoD -~ Physiotherapy
Pharmacy Technician
Occupational Therapist

ot

Senior Podiatrist

Pharmacist

Senior Social Worker
Manager

Medical Scientist

Senior Social Worker

Senior Podiatrist

Coordinator RITH

Senior Occupational Therapist
Clinical Trials Technician

Senior Pharmacist
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83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
9
92
93
94
95
96
97
08
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
10
m
m
13
114
15
16
n7
18
19
120
121
122
123
124
125

SCGH

Royal Perth Hospital
WACHS

PathWest

EMHS - AKG

CAHS

Rockingham

NMHS - Youth Mental Health
PathWest

SMHS

EMHS

SMHS

Rockingham

Child & Adolescent Health Service
Fiona Stanley Hospital
NMHS - SCGH

EMHS - Armadale - RITH
Perth Children’s Hospital
SMHS

WACHS

Fiona Stanley Hospital

PCH

FSH

Fremantle Hospital

Wungen Kartup

SMHS - Fremantle

WACHS - Wheatbelt
PathWest

South Metro Health Service
Fiona Stanley Hospital
Private Practice

Armadale Kalamunda Group
SMHS

EMHS

PathWest

East Metro Health Service - RPBG
PathWest

NMHS

SMHS

NMHS

NMHS

Rockingham General Hospital

Fiona Stanley Hospital

Medical Imaging Technologist
Social Worker

Medical imaging Technologist
Medical Scientist
Physiotherapy Coordinator
HoD, Physiotherapy
Radiographer

Psychologist Technical Assistant
Pharmacist

Sonographer

Head of Department, Library
Medical Scientist

Senior Sonographer

Librarian

Medical Imaging Technologist
Senior Social Worker
Perfusionist

Librarian

Lead Cancer Pharmacist
SMIT

Senior Pharmacist

Cardiac Scientific Officer
Occupational Therapist
Social Worker

Senior Social Worker

Medical Imaging Technologist
Scientist In Charge
Physiotherapist

Chief Pharmacist

Clinical Pharmacist

Senior Allied Health Officer
Team Leader, Librarian
Senior Social Worker

Medical Scientist
Occupational Therapist
Principal Medical Scientist
Principal Medical Scientist
Medical Imaging Technologist
Speech Pathologist
Respiratory Scientist

Social Work Manager
Pharmacist

Pharmacist
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169
170
7
172
173
174
1756
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
n

Fiona Stanley Hospital

Perth Children’s Hospital
Child Development Service
Osborne Park Hospital

Perth Children’s Hospital
PathWest WA Laboratory
Medicine FSH

RPH

WACHS

WACHS

North Metro Mental Health
QEH

Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital
Sir Charies Gairdner Hospital
Perth Children’s Hospital
Fremantle Hospital

SMHS - Peel Health Campus
SMHS - Rehabilitation in the Home
South Metropolitan Health Service
SMAHS

NMHS

SCGH

EHMS

Royal Perth Hospital

Royal Perth Hospital

NMHS

Rockingham

NMHS

Perth Children’s Hospital
Child & Adolescent Health Service
NMHS - SCGH

Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital
NMHS

NMHS

NMHS - SCGH

SCGH

Fiona Stanley Hospital
NMHS

NMHS

Fremantle Hospital
PathWest (QEIIMC)

NMHS

Allied Health

Pharmacy Assistant

Senior Pharmacist
Pharmacist

Physiotherapist
Physiotherapist
Physiotherapist

Medical Scientist

Senior Social Worker
Deputy Chief Pharmacist
Senior Physiotherapist
Senior Clinical Psychologist
Medical Scientist
Radiochemist

Sonographer

Chief Clinical
Neurophysiology Scientist
Pharmacist

Supervising Pharmacy
Technician

Senior Social Worker
Physiotherapist
Physiotherapist

Librarian, HOD

Medical Imaging Technologist
Diagnostic Radiographer
Medical Imaging Technologist
Medical Physicist
Coordinator of Physiotherapy
Medical Imaging Technologist
Radiographer
Radiographer
Physiotherapist
Radiographer

Senior Sonographer
Radiation Therapist
Physiotherapist

Radiation Therapist

Senior Pharmacist

MIT

Clinical Psychologist
Radiographer

Medical Scientist

Senior Physiotherapist
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212

213

214

215

216

217

218

219

220
221

222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231

232
233
234
235
236
237
238
239
240
241

242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251

252

SGH

Fiona Stanley Hospital
PathWest Laboratory Medicine
WA

SMHS

SCGH

NMHS

Royal Perth Hospital

SMHS

SMHS

PathWest

SMHS

SMHS

SMHS

Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital
Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital
Fremantie

Bentley Hospital

WACHS

SMHS

WACHS

Fiona Stanley Hospital

Sir Charles Gairdner

NMHS

HNMHS

Fiona Stanley Hospital

SMHS

Fiona Stanley Hospital

South Metropolitan Health Service
Fiona Stanley Hospital
Armadaie Health Service
RPBG

Graylands Health Campus
EMHS

Fiona Stanley Hospital
Armadale Health Service
EMHS

NMHS

Royal Perth Hospital
Osborne Park Hospital

Fremantle Hospital

Physiotherapist

Medical Physicist

Senior Pharmacist

Discipline Support Specialist
Pharmacist

Senior Occupational Therapist
Senior MIT

Senior MIT

RITH Coordinator

Senior Physiotherapist
Medical Scientist

Pharmacist

Medical Imaging Technologist
Physiotherapist

Sonographer

Social Worker

Pharmacy Technician

AHLO

Communications Officer

oT

Senior Physiotherapist
Pharmacist

Medical Imaging Technologist
Physiotherapy Assistant
Senior MIT

Social Worker

Senior Occupational Therapist
Pharmacist

Pharmacist

Senior Pharmacist

Senior Occupational Therapist
Physiotherapy Assistant
Senior Social Worker
Radiation Therapist
Pharmacist

Social Worker

Senior Physiotherapist
Senior Radiographer
Physiotherapist

Senior Pharmacist

Team Leader
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Health Services Union of Western Australia
a: 8 Coolgardie Terrace, Perth WA 6000

t: (08) 9328 5155

e: union@hsuwa.com.au

21 October 2025

Freedom of Information
Department of Health

GPO 8172

Perth Business Centre WA 6849

By email only: FOl.DOH@health.wa.gov.au

To whom it may concern,
Request for Internal Review — Notice of Decision (Ref: 2025-38)

The Health Services Union of WA (HSUWA) requests an internal review of the Department of
Health’s (the Department) Notice of Decision dated 8 October 2025 (Ref: 2025-38), concerning our
application for access to documents relating to the Independent Review of Career Pathways for
Health Professionals. We disagree with the decision (Ref: 2025-38).

Background

1. Freedom of Information Application

On 18 August 2025, the HSUWA lodged a Freedom of Information (FOI) request with the
Department, seeking access to documents relating to the Independent Review of Career Pathways
for Health Professionals in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act 1992 (WA) (FOI Act).

The application sought records from January 2023 to the present concerning both the Interim Report
and Final Report of the review conducted by Dr Susan Nancarrow (Independent Reviewer, AHP
Workforce) (the FOI Application).

Specifically, the FOI Application sought:

1.1.  Emails and/or letters, including their attachments and/or documents produced relating to the
interim report [or versions of] provided by the Independent Reviewer AHP Workforce, Dr
Susan Nancarrow or their team and/or associates — Health Professional Workforce to the
WA Department of Health, including correspondence and/or briefing notes to and from the
Minister for Health or created for the purpose of informing or briefing the Minister for Health
and specifically including the dates and times that the relevant documents were sent and
received. (Document 1 — Interim Report Correspondence).

1.2.  All reports and iterations of reports, including drafts and versions of the interim report
provided by the Independent Reviewer AHP Workforce, Dr Susan Nancarrow or their team
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and/or associates — Health Professional Workforce to the WA Department of Health,
including correspondence and/or briefing notes to and from the Minister for Health or created
for the purpose of informing or briefing the Minister for Health and specifically including the
dates and times that the relevant documents were sent and received. (Document 2 — Interim
Report Drafts).

1.3.  Emails and/or letters, including their attachments and/or documents produced relating to the
final report or draft and version of a final report provided by the Independent Reviewer AHP
Workforce, Dr Susan Nancarrow or their team and/or associates — Health Professional
Workforce to the WA Department of Health, including correspondence and/or briefing notes
to and from the Minister for Health or created for the purpose of informing or briefing the
Minister for Health and specifically including the dates and times that the relevant documents
were sent and received. (Document 3 — Final Report Correspondence).

1.4. All reports and iterations of reports, including drafts and versions of the final report or draft
and version of a final report provided by the Independent Reviewer AHP Workforce, Dr Susan
Nancarrow or their team and/or associates — Health Professional Workforce to the WA
Department of Health, including correspondence and/or briefing notes to and from the
Minister for Health or created for the purpose of informing or briefing the Minister for Health
and specifically including the dates and times that the relevant documents were sent and
received. (Document 4 — Final Report Drafts).

(emphasis in original).
On 21 August 2025 the scope of the FOI Application was revised. The revised scope was specifically:
“1. Drafts and all versions of the interim report and final report received from the
Independent Reviewer AHP Workforce, Dr Susan Nancarrow or team, and/or

associates. [Scope Point 1]

2. Signed BNs [Business Notes] to the Minister for Health, briefing on the Independent
Review of Career Pathways for Health Professionals. [Scope Point 2]”

Scope Point 1 refers in effect, to Documents 2 and 4.

Scope Point 2 refers in effect, to Documents 1 and 3.




2. Freedom of Information Decision

The Department issued a Notice of Decision on 8 October 2025, granting edited access to Interim
Report Drafts and Final Report Correspondence (Documents 2 and 3) and refusing full access to
Interim Report Correspondence and Final Report Drafts (Documents 1 and 4) (the Decision).

The Department’s reasons included that the reports were still subject to ongoing internal
deliberations and contained preliminary advice and recommendations not yet finalised or endorsed

by the government.

Pursuant to sections 39 and 40 of the FOI Act, the HSUWA now seeks an internal review of the
Decision.

Grounds for Internal Review

The HSUWA seeks to appeal the Decision on the following grounds:
1. Over-application of Clause 6(1) — Deliberative Processes

The Decision refuses access to Interim Report Correspondence (Document 1) and Final Report
Drafts (Document 4) in full and applies extensive redactions to Interim Report Drafts (Document 2)
and Final Report Correspondence (Document 3), on the basis that disclosure would reveal
deliberative processes.

Clause 6(1) does not extend to purely factual or statistical content. To the extent that the requested
reports and briefing notes contain such material, they should not have been withheld.

The exemption has therefore been applied too broadly, and the refusal of entire documents goes
beyond the intent of the FOI Act. This is discussed further below in conjunction with transparency.

2. Failure to Provide Edited Access under Section 24

Section 24 of the FOI Act requires agencies to provide access to an edited copy of a document
where practicable.

The Decision does not appear to demonstrate that edited access is not practicable and the refusal
of Interim Report Correspondence (Document 1) and Final Report Drafts (Document 4) on the basis
that editing would render them “meaningless” is not adequately justified. Even partial disclosure (e.g.,
factual findings, timelines, or report structure) would be of value and consistent with the FOI Act and
the Department’s disclosure obligations. Specifically, section 24, relevantly provides that “...the
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agency has to give access to an edited copy even if the document is the subject of an exemption
certificate”.

3. Public Interest in Transparency

The subject matter of the requested documents, the career pathways of allied health professionals,
is of significant public interest.

The HSUWA represents the interests of health professionals and has a legitimate role in the
deliberative process itself. It is acknowledged that the Department committed to the independent
review as part the WA Health System — HSUWA — PACTS Industrial Agreement 2022 with the
HSUWA (emphasis added).

It is our view that the Decision does not adequately weigh this public interest against the
Department’s stated concerns. Drafts and in-progress reports are not automatically exempt, and
disclosure could enhance accountability and informed debate on workforce reforms that affect both
health professionals and the wider community.

The Decision incorrectly concludes that it is ‘... satisfied that the premature release of the report could
significantly impair its ability to make informed decisions without undue interference. Disclosure at
this early stage may discourage frank and candid internal communication, prejudice ongoing
negotiations, and compromise the integrity of the agency’s decision-making processes.” We submit
that this conclusion or assertion ‘[ijn favour of non-disclosure’ is tenuous, broad and an overreach.

HSUWA is an active stakeholder in the modernising career pathway project, and transparency is
essential to ensure meaningful engagement. Furthermore, the reports in question are independent
as they were completed by an independent reviewer. Their release would not and could not
compromise deliberative processes but rather confirm their independence and integrity and provide
the HSUWA with context and relevant considerations as to how the reports were finalised. For these
reasons, we believe the release of Documents 2 and 4 is both appropriate and necessary as it would
be contrary to public interest not to disclose.

4. Clause 3(1) — Personal Information

We acknowledge the importance of protecting third-party privacy; however, the exemption appears
to have been applied too broadly. Prescribed details of public officers (such as names, positions,
and duties performed in their official capacity) are not exempt under the FOI Act and should not have
been redacted.

In the alternative, those details could be redacted and the remaining information in the relevant
documents requested be provided.
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Requested Outcome:

We respectfully request that:

1. Edited access be provided to Interim Report Correspondence (Document 1) and Final Report
Drafts (Document 4) in accordance with Section 24 of the FOI Act.

2. Redactions under Clause 6(1) and Clause 3(1) be reviewed to ensure they are limited to
genuinely exempt material.

3. Greater weight be given to the public interest in transparency, accountability, and the
involvement of health professionals in the policy process and a disclosure of the requested
documents be reconsidered.

If any clarification or further information would assist in determining this review, please contact me
at mlee@hsuwa.com.au or Donné Oosthuizen, Industrial Officer at doosthuizen@hsuwa.com.au.

We look forward to receiving the outcome of the internal review.

Kind regards,

Michael Lee
A/Lead Industrial Officer
HSUWA
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Health Services Union of Western Australia
a: 8 Coolgardie Terrace, Perth WA 6000

t: (08) 9328 5155

e: union@hsuwa.com.au

21 October 2025

Freedom of Information
Department of Health

GPO 8172

Perth Business Centre WA 6849

By email only: FOl.DOH@health.wa.gov.au

To whom it may concern,
Request for Internal Review — Notice of Decision (Ref: 2025-38)

The Health Services Union of WA (HSUWA) requests an internal review of the Department of
Health’s (the Department) Notice of Decision dated 8 October 2025 (Ref: 2025-38), concerning our
application for access to documents relating to the Independent Review of Career Pathways for
Health Professionals. We disagree with the decision (Ref: 2025-38).

Background

1. Freedom of Information Application

On 18 August 2025, the HSUWA lodged a Freedom of Information (FOI) request with the
Department, seeking access to documents relating to the Independent Review of Career Pathways
for Health Professionals in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act 1992 (WA) (FOI Act).

The application sought records from January 2023 to the present concerning both the Interim Report
and Final Report of the review conducted by Dr Susan Nancarrow (Independent Reviewer, AHP
Workforce) (the FOI Application).

Specifically, the FOI Application sought:

1.1.  Emails and/or letters, including their attachments and/or documents produced relating to the
interim report [or versions of] provided by the Independent Reviewer AHP Workforce, Dr
Susan Nancarrow or their team and/or associates — Health Professional Workforce to the
WA Department of Health, including correspondence and/or briefing notes to and from the
Minister for Health or created for the purpose of informing or briefing the Minister for Health
and specifically including the dates and times that the relevant documents were sent and
received. (Document 1 — Interim Report Correspondence).

1.2.  All reports and iterations of reports, including drafts and versions of the interim report
provided by the Independent Reviewer AHP Workforce, Dr Susan Nancarrow or their team
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and/or associates — Health Professional Workforce to the WA Department of Health,
including correspondence and/or briefing notes to and from the Minister for Health or created
for the purpose of informing or briefing the Minister for Health and specifically including the
dates and times that the relevant documents were sent and received. (Document 2 — Interim
Report Drafts).

1.3.  Emails and/or letters, including their attachments and/or documents produced relating to the
final report or draft and version of a final report provided by the Independent Reviewer AHP
Workforce, Dr Susan Nancarrow or their team and/or associates — Health Professional
Workforce to the WA Department of Health, including correspondence and/or briefing notes
to and from the Minister for Health or created for the purpose of informing or briefing the
Minister for Health and specifically including the dates and times that the relevant documents
were sent and received. (Document 3 — Final Report Correspondence).

1.4. All reports and iterations of reports, including drafts and versions of the final report or draft
and version of a final report provided by the Independent Reviewer AHP Workforce, Dr Susan
Nancarrow or their team and/or associates — Health Professional Workforce to the WA
Department of Health, including correspondence and/or briefing notes to and from the
Minister for Health or created for the purpose of informing or briefing the Minister for Health
and specifically including the dates and times that the relevant documents were sent and
received. (Document 4 — Final Report Drafts).

(emphasis in original).
On 21 August 2025 the scope of the FOI Application was revised. The revised scope was specifically:
“1. Drafts and all versions of the interim report and final report received from the
Independent Reviewer AHP Workforce, Dr Susan Nancarrow or team, and/or

associates. [Scope Point 1]

2. Signed BNs [Business Notes] to the Minister for Health, briefing on the Independent
Review of Career Pathways for Health Professionals. [Scope Point 2]”

Scope Point 1 refers in effect, to Documents 2 and 4.

Scope Point 2 refers in effect, to Documents 1 and 3.




2. Freedom of Information Decision

The Department issued a Notice of Decision on 8 October 2025, granting edited access to Interim
Report Drafts and Final Report Correspondence (Documents 2 and 3) and refusing full access to
Interim Report Correspondence and Final Report Drafts (Documents 1 and 4) (the Decision).

The Department’s reasons included that the reports were still subject to ongoing internal
deliberations and contained preliminary advice and recommendations not yet finalised or endorsed

by the government.

Pursuant to sections 39 and 40 of the FOI Act, the HSUWA now seeks an internal review of the
Decision.

Grounds for Internal Review

The HSUWA seeks to appeal the Decision on the following grounds:
1. Over-application of Clause 6(1) — Deliberative Processes

The Decision refuses access to Interim Report Correspondence (Document 1) and Final Report
Drafts (Document 4) in full and applies extensive redactions to Interim Report Drafts (Document 2)
and Final Report Correspondence (Document 3), on the basis that disclosure would reveal
deliberative processes.

Clause 6(1) does not extend to purely factual or statistical content. To the extent that the requested
reports and briefing notes contain such material, they should not have been withheld.

The exemption has therefore been applied too broadly, and the refusal of entire documents goes
beyond the intent of the FOI Act. This is discussed further below in conjunction with transparency.

2. Failure to Provide Edited Access under Section 24

Section 24 of the FOI Act requires agencies to provide access to an edited copy of a document
where practicable.

The Decision does not appear to demonstrate that edited access is not practicable and the refusal
of Interim Report Correspondence (Document 1) and Final Report Drafts (Document 4) on the basis
that editing would render them “meaningless” is not adequately justified. Even partial disclosure (e.g.,
factual findings, timelines, or report structure) would be of value and consistent with the FOI Act and
the Department’s disclosure obligations. Specifically, section 24, relevantly provides that “...the
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agency has to give access to an edited copy even if the document is the subject of an exemption
certificate”.

3. Public Interest in Transparency

The subject matter of the requested documents, the career pathways of allied health professionals,
is of significant public interest.

The HSUWA represents the interests of health professionals and has a legitimate role in the
deliberative process itself. It is acknowledged that the Department committed to the independent
review as part the WA Health System — HSUWA — PACTS Industrial Agreement 2022 with the
HSUWA (emphasis added).

It is our view that the Decision does not adequately weigh this public interest against the
Department’s stated concerns. Drafts and in-progress reports are not automatically exempt, and
disclosure could enhance accountability and informed debate on workforce reforms that affect both
health professionals and the wider community.

The Decision incorrectly concludes that it is ‘... satisfied that the premature release of the report could
significantly impair its ability to make informed decisions without undue interference. Disclosure at
this early stage may discourage frank and candid internal communication, prejudice ongoing
negotiations, and compromise the integrity of the agency’s decision-making processes.” We submit
that this conclusion or assertion ‘[ijn favour of non-disclosure’ is tenuous, broad and an overreach.

HSUWA is an active stakeholder in the modernising career pathway project, and transparency is
essential to ensure meaningful engagement. Furthermore, the reports in question are independent
as they were completed by an independent reviewer. Their release would not and could not
compromise deliberative processes but rather confirm their independence and integrity and provide
the HSUWA with context and relevant considerations as to how the reports were finalised. For these
reasons, we believe the release of Documents 2 and 4 is both appropriate and necessary as it would
be contrary to public interest not to disclose.

4. Clause 3(1) — Personal Information

We acknowledge the importance of protecting third-party privacy; however, the exemption appears
to have been applied too broadly. Prescribed details of public officers (such as names, positions,
and duties performed in their official capacity) are not exempt under the FOI Act and should not have
been redacted.

In the alternative, those details could be redacted and the remaining information in the relevant
documents requested be provided.
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Requested Outcome:

We respectfully request that:

1. Edited access be provided to Interim Report Correspondence (Document 1) and Final Report
Drafts (Document 4) in accordance with Section 24 of the FOI Act.

2. Redactions under Clause 6(1) and Clause 3(1) be reviewed to ensure they are limited to
genuinely exempt material.

3. Greater weight be given to the public interest in transparency, accountability, and the
involvement of health professionals in the policy process and a disclosure of the requested
documents be reconsidered.

If any clarification or further information would assist in determining this review, please contact me
at mlee@hsuwa.com.au or Donné Oosthuizen, Industrial Officer at doosthuizen@hsuwa.com.au.

We look forward to receiving the outcome of the internal review.

Kind regards,

Michael Lee
A/Lead Industrial Officer
HSUWA
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Classification: Official

Our Ref: 2025-38

Contact: Martin Ley
9222 4133

Mr Michael Lee

Health Services Union of WA
8 Coolgardie Terrace
PERTH WA 6000

via email: mlee@hsuwa.com.au

Dear Mr Lee

INTERNAL REVIEW
| refer to your email received on 21 October 2025, requesting an internal review of the
Department’s decision to provide you with edited access to 2 documents and refused access
to the remaining documents held by the Department of Health (Western Australia).

| have decided to confirm the decision for the reasons outlined in the attached notice.

If you are dissatisfied with my decision, you have a right to apply for an external review. Details
of review processes are set out at the end of the Notice of Decision.

You are welcome to contact me if you have any queries.

Yours sincerely

Martin Ley
RECORD AND EDRMS COORDINATOR
TECHNOLOGY AND INFORMATION SERVICES

5 November 2025



NOTICE OF DECISION
UNDER SECTION 43 of the
Freedom of Information Act 1992 (WA)

APPLICANT: Michael Lee

Health Services Union (HSU) of WA
DECISION MAKER: Martin Ley

Records and EDRMS Coordinator
DATE OF DECISION: 5 November 2025
BACKGROUND

On 28 August 2025, the Department of Health received a valid Freedom of Information (FOI)
access application from you requesting the following documents:

1. Independent Review of Career Pathways for Health Professionals

Specifically, you requested records in relation to the Interim Report and the Final Report, being:

Interim Report

1.1

1.2

Emails and/or letters, including their attachments and/or documents produced relating
to the interim report [or versions of] provided by the Independent Reviewer (IR) AHP
Workforce, Dr Susan Nancarrow or their team and/or associates — Health Professional
Workforce to the department, including correspondence and/or briefing notes to and
from the Minister for Health (MfH), or created for the purpose of informing or briefing
the MfH and specifically including the dates and times that the relevant documents
were sent and received.

All reports and iterations of reports, including drafts and versions of the interim report
provided by the IR AHP Workforce, Dr Susan Nancarrow or their team and/or
associates — Health Professional Workforce to the department, including
correspondence and/or briefing notes to and from the MfH, or created for the purpose
of informing or briefing the MfH and specifically including the dates and times that the
relevant documents were sent and received.

Final Report

1.3

1.4

Emails and/or letters, including their attachments and/or documents produced relating
to the final report or draft and version of a final report provided by the IR AHP
Workforce, Dr Susan Nancarrow, or their team and/or associates — Health
Professional Workforce to the department, including correspondence and/or briefing
notes to and from the MfH or created for the purpose of informing or briefing the MfH
and specifically including the dates and times that the relevant documents were sent
and received.

All reports and iterations of reports, including drafts and versions of the final report or
draft and version of a final report provided by the IR AHP Workforce, Dr Susan
Nancarrow, or their team and/or associates — Health Professional Workforce to the
department, including correspondence and/or briefing notes to and from the MfH or
created for the purpose of informing or briefing the MfH, and specifically including the
dates and times that the relevant documents were sent and received.

The department acknowledged receipt of the emailed request, noting that the scope of the FOI
application appeared to be very broad, not only in timeframe, but also in consideration of
including email correspondence over the period of 2+ years.
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On 21 August 2025, the department contacted you via email to propose the following scope for
your consideration:

1. Drafts and all versions of the interim report and final report received from the
Independent Reviewer AHP Workforce, Dr Susan Nancarrow or team, and/or
associates.

2. Signed BNs to the Minister for Health, briefing on the Independent Review of Career
Pathways for Health Professionals.

You confirmed you agreed with this revised scope on 21 August 2025.

On 21 October 2025, the Department received an email from you requesting an internal review
of the Department’s decision to provide you with edited access to the documents.

| am required to deal with your internal review as if | am dealing with your original access
application. | am to confirm, vary, or reverse the decision | am reviewing.

GROUNDS FOR INTERNAL REVIEW
The grounds for your internal review request stated in your email are as follows:
1. Over-application of Clause 6(1) — Deliberative Processes

You have stated that the Decision refuses access in full to the Interim Report Correspondence
(Document 1) and the Final Report Drafts (Document 4) and applies extensive redactions to
the Interim Report Drafts (Document 2) and Final Report Correspondence (Document 3), on
the basis that disclosure would reveal deliberative processes.

You also note that Clause 6(1) of the FOI Act does not extend to purely factual or statistical
content. Accordingly, to the extent that the requested reports and briefing notes contain such
material, they should not have been withheld.

You conclude that the exemption has been applied too broadly, and that the refusal of entire
documents exceeds the intent of the FOI Act. This concern is discussed further below in relation
to transparency and the agency’s disclosure obligations.

2. Failure to Provide Edited Access under Section 24

You have stated that Section 24 of the FOI Act requires agencies to provide access to an edited
copy of a document where it is practicable to do so.

You further note that the Decision does not adequately demonstrate that edited access is
impracticable. The refusal of access to Interim Report Correspondence (Document 1) and Final
Report Drafts (Document 4) on the basis that editing would render the documents
“meaningless” is not sufficiently justified. Even partial disclosure—such as factual findings,
timelines, or report structure—would provide value and be consistent with both the FOI Act and
the Department’s disclosure obligations.

You concluded that Section 24 provides that access to an edited copy must be given even
where a document is subject to an exemption certificate.

3. Public Interest in Transparency

You have submitted that the subject matter of the requested documents, namely the career
pathways of allied health professionals, is of significant public interest.

It is your view that the Decision does not adequately balance this public interest against the
Department’'s stated concerns. You note that drafts and in-progress reports are not
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automatically exempt under the FOI Act, and that their disclosure could promote accountability
and support informed public debate on workforce reforms impacting both health professionals
and the broader community.

You further contend that the Decision incorrectly concludes that it is “satisfied that the
premature release of the report could significantly impair its ability to make informed decisions
without undue interference. Disclosure at this early stage may discourage frank and candid
internal communication, prejudice ongoing negotiations, and compromise the integrity of the
agency’s decision-making processes.” You argue that this conclusion in favour of non-
disclosure is tenuous, overly broad, and represents an overreach.

4. Clause 3(1) — Personal Information

Although you have acknowledge the importance of protecting third-party privacy; you submit
that the exemption has been applied too broadly in this instance. You reason that prescribed
details of public officers, such as names, positions, and duties performed in their official
capacity, are not exempt under the FOI Act and therefore should not have been redacted.

Alternatively, you suggested that if such details are considered exempt, they could be redacted
while still providing access to the remaining information in the relevant documents.

DECISION

| have carefully considered the decision, your submissions by letter dated 21 October 2025,
and the documents you seek access to. My decision is to confirm the original decision.

ADDRESS OF REVIEW GROUNDS
1. Over-application of Clause 6(1) — Deliberative Processes

| agree with the reasoning of the Information Commissioner in Mineralogy Pty Ltd and
Department of Resources Development [1996] WAICmr 2, which affirms that the exemption
under Clause 6 is intended to protect the "thinking processes" of government agencies. This
includes safeguarding the integrity of deliberative processes—particularly where those
processes are ongoing—from being compromised by premature disclosure of documents
containing opinion, advice, recommendations, or consultations.

However, once deliberations are complete, different considerations may apply. In this case, |
am satisfied that the Interim Report Correspondence and Final Report Drafts form part of the
deliberative processes of government, as they were used to inform the Minister regarding
preliminary recommendations that may be relied upon in negotiations for a replacement
industrial agreement.

It is also noted that the Health Services Union (HSU) has now received the final copy of the
report for their review. This further supports the view that the earlier drafts and related
correspondence were part of an active deliberative process at the time of the access decision.

Accordingly, | find that the application of Clause 6 to these documents is appropriate and
consistent with the intent of the FOI Act. The original decision is therefore confirmed.

2. Failure to Provide Edited Access under Section 24
Your points have been carefully considered as part of this internal review.

Section 24 of the FOI Act requires access to be provided to an edited copy of a document
where it is practicable to do so. The term “practicable” has been interpreted by the Information
Commissioner to refer not only to physical or technical feasibility, but also to whether editing
can be undertaken in a way that preserves the meaning and context of the document. In Re
Mineralogy Pty Ltd and Department of Resources Development [1996] WAICmr 2, it was noted
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that Section 24 should not be used to provide access to documents that have been so
substantially altered as to render them misleading or unintelligible.

Having reviewed the documents in question, | do not accept your submission that meaningful
edited access is practicable in this instance. The content of the Interim Report Correspondence
and Final Report Drafts is heavily deliberative and interconnected, and any attempt to extract
isolated factual elements would result in documents that lack coherence, context, and utility. In
my view, such editing would compromise the integrity of the material and risk misrepresenting
its purpose and meaning.

Accordingly, | am satisfied that the original decision to refuse access under Section 24 was
appropriate. The documents cannot be reasonably edited without rendering them misleading
or meaningless, and the exemption has therefore been correctly applied.

3. Public Interest in Transparency

In conducting this internal review, | have considered your submission that the subject matter of
the requested documents, namely, the career pathways of allied health professionals, is of
significant public interest. You have argued that the original Decision did not adequately
balance this public interest against the Department’s stated concerns, and that drafts and in-
progress reports are not automatically exempt under the FOI Act. You further submitted that
disclosure could promote accountability and support informed public debate on workforce
reforms affecting both health professionals and the broader community.

These considerations have been carefully weighed against the relevant exemption provisions
under the FOI Act.

The FOI Act requires agencies to apply a public interest test when considering exemptions
such as Clause 6, which protects the deliberative processes of government. This involves
balancing the public’s right to access information with the need to preserve the integrity of
internal decision-making, particularly where deliberations are ongoing.

In this case, the documents contain sensitive and evolving content, including strategic
considerations, legal advice, and preliminary recommendations prepared to inform the Minister
in relation to negotiations for a replacement industrial agreement. The Department has
determined that premature disclosure of this material could significantly impair its ability to
make informed decisions without undue interference. Specifically, disclosure may discourage
frank and candid internal communication, prejudice ongoing negotiations, and compromise the
fairness and effectiveness of the agency’s decision-making processes.

While transparency and accountability are important public interests, they must be weighed
against the potential harm that premature disclosure may cause. The FOI Act recognises that
the public interest is not solely concerned with the interests of an individual applicant, but rather
with whether disclosure would benefit the public at large. In this instance, | am satisfied that the
public interest in maintaining the confidentiality of the Department’s deliberative processes
outweighs the public interest in disclosure at this stage.

4. Clause 3(1) — Personal Information

In your original application dated 18 August, you consented to the removal of all personal
information relating to third parties from the requested documents. This includes personal
names, position titles, contact details, signatures, and any other identifying information of
individuals not directly associated with the application.

While you acknowledged the importance of protecting third-party privacy, you submitted that
the exemption under Clause 3 has been applied too broadly. You reasoned that prescribed
details of public officers, such as names, positions, and duties performed in their official
capacity, are not exempt under the FOI Act and therefore should not have been redacted.
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Alternatively, you suggested that if such details are considered exempt, they could be redacted
while still providing access to the remaining information in the relevant documents.

In the original Notice of Decision, it was correctly stated that Clauses 3(3) and 3(4) of Schedule
1 to the FOI Act provide that information is not exempt merely because its disclosure would
reveal prescribed details of an officer, former officer, or contractor of an agency. These
prescribed details are defined in regulations 9(1) and 9(2) of the Freedom of Information
Regulations 1993, and include specific work-related personal information.

Accordingly, information falling within these categories is not considered exempt under Clause
3(1) and has not been redacted.

However, any information outside the scope of prescribed details is considered personal
information and is prima facie exempt under Clause 3(1). This includes, for example, direct
contact telephone numbers and email addresses of public officers, which are not prescribed
details. Clause 3(3) does not apply to such material, and its redaction is consistent with the
FOI Act.

Upon review, | am satisfied that the application of Clause 3 has been correctly interpreted and
applied. The decision to redact non-prescribed personal information is therefore confirmed.

For more detailed information on the legislation applied, please see the attached
excerpt copies of the FOI Act.

RIGHTS OF REVIEW
If you are dissatisfied or aggrieved by the decision of this agency regarding access to
documents, you can apply for an external review of that decision. An explanation of the

Review and Appeal Process is provided in the document attached to this notice of decision.

Yours sincerely,

Martin Ley
Records and EDRMS Coordinator
Department of Health

5 November 2025
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REVIEW AND APPEAL PROCESS

Step 2 - External Review by the Information Commissioner (Section 65-66)

After internal review, if you still disagree with the agency’s decision, you may lodge a complaint
with the Information Commissioner, seeking external review of the agency’s decision. The
Commissioner is independent of executive government and reports directly to Parliament.

If you are the access applicant, you must apply for external review within 60 days after being
given the agency's decision. If you are a third party who objects to disclosure of your information,
you must apply for external review within 30 days after being given the agency's decision.

In exceptional circumstances, the Commissioner may allow a complaint to be lodged after these
periods have elapsed.

A complaint to the Information Commissioner must:

Be in writing;

Give an address in Australia to which notices may be sent;
Give particulars of the decision you want reviewed;
Enclose a copy of this notice of decision; and

Be lodged at the Office of the Information Commissioner.

aRrON~

Office of the Information Commissioner
Albert Facey House

469 Wellington Street

PERTH WA 6000

Tel: (08) 6551 7888 or 1800 621 244 (Country)
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EXCERPT COPIES OF THE ACT

Section

24, Exempt matter, deleting before access given

If —
(a) the access application requests access to a document containing exempt
matter; and

(b) it is practicable for the agency to give access to a copy of the document
from which the exempt matter has been deleted; and

(c) the agency considers (either from the terms of the application or after
consultation with the applicant) that the applicant would wish to be given
access to an edited copy,

the agency has to give access to an edited copy even if the document is the subject
of an exemption certificate.

Exemptions - Schedule 1 of the FOI Act

3. Personal information

(1) Matter is exempt matter if its disclosure would reveal personal information about an
individual (whether living or dead).

(2) Matter is not exempt matter under subclause (1) merely because its disclosure
would reveal personal information about the applicant.

(3) Matter is not exempt matter under subclause (1) merely because its disclosure
would reveal, in relation to a person who is or has been an officer of an agency,
prescribed details relating to —

(a) the person; or

(b) the person’s position or functions as an officer; or

(c) things done by the person in the course of performing
functions as an officer.

(4) Matter is not exempt matter under subclause (1) merely because its disclosure
would reveal, in relation to a person who performs, or has performed, services for
an agency under a contract for services, prescribed details relating to —

(a) the person; or
(b) the contract; or
(c) things done by the person in performing services under the contract.

(5) Matter is not exempt matter under subclause (1) if the applicant provides evidence
establishing that the individual concerned consents to the disclosure of the matter to
the applicant.

(6) Matter is not exempt matter under subclause (1) if its disclosure would, on balance,
be in the public interest.
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6.

Deliberative processes of Government etc., matter revealing
(1) Matter is exempt matter if its disclosure —
(a) would reveal —

(i) any opinion, advice or recommendation that has been obtained,
prepared or recorded; or

(ii) any consultation or deliberation that has taken place, in the course of, or
for the purpose of, the deliberative processes of the Government, a
Minister or an agency; and

(b) would, on balance, be contrary to the public interest.

(2) Matter that appears in an internal manual of an agency is not exempt matter under
Subclause (1).

(3) Matter that is merely factual or statistical is not exempt matter under subclause (1).

(4) Matter is not exempt matter under subclause (1) if at least 10 years have passed
since the matter came into existence.
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