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EXECUTIVE SUVIMARY

Mr H complained to my office that his confidentiality had been breached by Australia
Post,

Mr H had complained to Australia Post both about a card that had been left in his
mail box in relation 1o a parce!; and about an incldent in which he said the local
Postal Delivery Officer (PDO) had been drinking alcohol on her round.

Inthe course of Australia Post's investigation, Australia Post offlcers contacted local
police to ask questions about Mr H's character. They also, In asking the PDO about
the allegations, showed her a record of the complaint which identifled Mr H, Mr H has
subsequently alleged that the PDO has visited his residence and place of work and
acted In a harassing and threatening manner. :

Investigation of Mr H's complaint by Ombudsman staff showed that Australia Post did
not have & comprehensive single record of Mr H's contacts with it nor of the actions
that is staff took in response to them.

There was a flow-on effect when Mr H complained to Australla Post that his
confidentiality had been hreached. Australia Post's Chief Privacy Officer hecame
involved, but in reaching his concluslons he had 1o vely on Information about Australla
Post's actions given to him by another staff member — Information which was not
complete or accurate.

Nor, It appears, does Australia Post have guidelines available to staff about how 0
handle more difficult or sensitive complalnts, lts existing guidelines do not
differentiate between complaints about rmissing mall ftems and complaints, such as
the present, about staff misconduct.

| have concluded that Australia Post's complaint management systems are not in
accordance with best practice In that there s no single, accesslible record of how &
complaint is handled. | have also concluded that the lack of guldelines on complaint
handling is not in accordance with best practice, and led 1o the two major deficiencies
in the Investigation of Mr H's complaint: the disclosure of his Identlty to the PDO, and
what | consider to have baen an Inappropriate contact with local police which itself
breached Mr H's privacy.

This report recommends that Australia Post should:

s review Its complaint handling systems with a view 10 providing clearer
guidelines on assessment and management of corplaints, and gstablishing a
centralised complaint management system accessible to all complaint
handling officers

o ensure that guldelines are avallable to staff on maintalning the confidentiality
of complainanis,
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PART 1—THE COMPLAINT

1.1 On S45 Mr H complained to the Ombudsman's office that
Australia Post had compromised his privacy. He said thal he had recently made a

complaint to Australia Post in confidence and 843
84S . 8ince then, he sald, in the course of

investigating hls complaint AUSU alia Post had revealed his name to the Postal
Delivery Officer (PDO) who was the subject of it

s4H

1.3 iy
1 the PDO (later

identifled as had visited hls home . 5 4%
had visited his

workplace

PART 2—THE INVESTIGATION

21 Ombudsman investigation officers first obtained from Mr H detalils of his
concerns, They then sought from Australia Post's 5471 () relevant information
and documents. Subsequently, they interviewed the following Australia Post officers:

siled)

22  Ombudsman offlcers also interviewed sSHTED
sHTeGh

2.2 During the investigation we asked Australla Post for, and were provided with,
a copy of all documentary records (paper or elsctronic) it held regarding its actions in
response to Mr H's complaint, Australia Post also provided us with what it told us was
a copy of all extant guldelines or policy docurnents relevant to the sktuation,

stTedd)
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PART 3—MR H'S COMPLAINT TO AUSTRALIA POST
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PART 4 — ISSUES AND VIEWS

41 WManagement of Vir H's complaint

Tl edd)
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48  Ombudsman officers asked for a copy of procedures ot guidelines about how
Australia Post officers should deal with complaints of alleged serious misbehaviour
by staff or contractors. In response, Australia Post provided several documents. The
documents do not specifically address the lssue of staff mishehaviour or how a
Postal Manager was to resolve a complaint relating to such misbehaviour. They do
not set out any process identifiably different from 1he ‘routing’, There are no specific
provisions for when Australla Post personnel should respond to customer complaints
that allege serious misbehaviour on the part of an Australia Post employee or
~ contractor, We were told that there are no national complaint-handiing guldelines in
Australla Post,

Views

49  Inmy view, the existence of four seis of related but mutually-inaccessible
documentary records contributed significantly to Australia Post's fallure to properly
respond to My H's complaint.

sHle)

Page 86 of 13




412 Inmy view, the fallure by Australia Post to document significant actions taken
in pursuit of a complaint about serfous alleged mishehaviour suggests an absencs of
good complaint management practices, Australia Post's complaint handling
guidelines do little to asslst Its officers with responsibility for handling complaints.
Insofar as the guldelines refer to record-keeping, It is primarily with mall-service

complaints and assoclated standard forms in mind, The guidslines do notcontaina -

discrete section dealing with principles of good tecord-keeping.

4,18 Australla Post's existing guldelines for dealing with complaints about serious
staff misbehaviour do not set out clearly what are the lines of responsibility for
investigation and resolutlon of such complaints. The exlsting guidelines do not
provide for even the most setious complaints to be addressed in a way that is
substantively different from the way In which routine and minor complaints are
treated. They do not provide guidance on what should be Investigated and how, and
do not provide for escalation where there is clear customer dissatisfaction with an
initial Investigation.

Australia Post's comments

sU41eE)
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Response
1
4,16
sH4TE) My
view is that should review Australia Post's complalnt
handling systems with a view to.offering clearer guidelines on assessment of the
serlousness of complaints, and establishing a centralised complaint management
system accessible to all complaint-handling officers. [ do not proposeé that Australia
Post staff should routinely update contemporary records of conversations with
sustomers or staff, but do see a need for better contemporary records of the
Investigation of serious allegations about conduct of officers or contractors,

82  lnvestigation of Nir H's complaint

s e
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That advice to the Chlef Privacy Officer was not accurate.
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SHIECD
In my view, the effect of this fallure to
provide accurate information to the Ghief Privacy Officer was that Australia Post
falled properly to investigate Mr H's second complaint,

Australla Post’s comments

sUe(s)

Hesponse

4.29 SLEW

As noted previously, the focus of a complaint investigation should be
upon the complaint aliegation. In this case, It was that a PDO had been drinking on
duty, The appearance arlsing from the Australia Post record Is that the complaint was
dismissed on the investigator's view of the parson maldng the complaint, The
credibility of a complalnant can be relevant, but it is a subsidiary consideration.

st ed)

4,31 ,
sS4 E(S) | consider that the lack of a

_centralised complaint management system meant that the Chief Privacy officer had
to conslder the matter without access to all relevant facts, My concluslons about the
question of confidentlality are set out helow.
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43  Gonfidentiality

The issue

SHD

s Teld

Australia Post’'s comments

sQle )
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the postal delivery contracior was, we would contend, both necessary and
appropriate to the proper investigation of the otiginal complaint.

Views and response

438 Mr H's two complaints — as to mall delivery, and alleging that a PDO was
drinking on duty — could have been dealt with separately and differently.

aTe ()
the more
important point s that his identity did not need to be disclosed. An added reason for
separating the complalnts is that one was of a routine nature, and the other was
more setlous,

4.39  Australla Post staff should have been alive to the possible consequences of
revealing Mr H's Identity to the PDO."

D uc5

4.40 347 (d)
Had the Chief Privacy

Officer had access to a comprehensive record of the way In which Mr H's complalnis
had been dealt with, this Issue could have been identified and acknowledged at an
earlier stags,
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PARTE — RecommENDATIONS

Atlsing from the abovs, | make the following recommendations:

l Recommendation 1 _:]

Australla Posts  s&4e ) should review Australia Post's complaint
handling systems with a view to: .

°  providing clearer guidslines on assessment and managsment of complaints,
having regard to the seriousness of the issues that they ralse

o establishing a centrallsed complaint management system accessible to all
complaint handling officers.

Recommendation2 - ] ‘ j

Australia Post should ensure that guidelines are avallable to staff on maintaining the
confidentiality of complainants, and that these guidelines should specifically address:

° contacting or providing Information to third parties about complaints

° maintaining the confidentiality of complalnants where failure to do so could
foreseeably lead to disadvantage to them.
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