
 

AFPA Industrial Dispatch #24 
30 January 2018 
Welcome to edition 24 of the AFPA Industrial Dispatch, a regular bulletin to keep our members up to date with 
significant industrial issues. 

CURRENT SIGNIFICANT ISSUES  

Redundancy, Retraining and Redeployment 

 

If the AFP elects to restructure the organisation, whether at National or ACT Policing levels, members are 
reminded that they are entitled to a significant number of protections under the Enterprise Agreement (Part VIII 
of both the current and new Enterprise Agreements) and under the Fair Work Act 2009 (section 119, 139, 388 
389). The intent behind these protections is to ensure that if or when the AFP decides to make changes and these 
changes lead to some roles being made redundant or employees deemed excess, then it is incumbent on the 
employer to redeploy affected members into a suitable role within the organisation.  

If the AFP cannot find those affected a suitable role (pay, rank, location, etc) then the member may be eligible for 
a voluntary redundancy. The protections under the EA and the Act have been long fought for and are designed to 
ensure that people can remain employed or alternatively be compensated appropriately.  

If you are in this position and would like to discuss, please call the Team.  

Executive Assistants – proposed review - update 

 

On Thursday 18 January 2018, we held a meeting with Executive Assistants at our office.  Members expressed a 
number of concerns about the proposed review.  Members also suggested that the initial consultation period 
(closing date 22 January 2018) was insufficient given the large numbers of employees on leave in the December-
January period. 

We have been advised that the AFP is keen to provide options to the Executive Leadership Team by mid-February 
2018, therefore we are required to make submissions by the end of this week. 

Please contact us if you would like further information on the review or if you have additional concerns.  We will 
keep you upto date on progress. 

Friendship and professionalism 

 

The nature of policing organisations mean that members spend large amounts of time together, often in small 
teams, building strong friendships. Depending on the period of time the group has known each other and 
individual personalities, different social norms often evolve. However, it is important to remember that what may 
be innocuous in terms of social norms within one group, could be completely unacceptable in other groups or to 



other individuals.     

The AFPA has recently seen examples of this where the line between friendship and professionalism has been 
called into question and would remind members to be aware of this.  

Basic things such as the way in which friends in the workplace verbally communicate, may be considered as 
unprofessional or offensive by others. Even if they are not offended, some employees may feel it is their 
obligation to report such behaviour.  The sanctions for breaches of the AFP Code of Conduct can be serious.  

Our advice is that if you would not say or do something in front of a member of the community in your role as an 
AFP employee, then do not say or do it in the workplace.  

Comcare claims - Importance of disclosure 

 

The team has recently been discussing the impact on a Comcare claim when an injured employee has not made 
full disclosure of her or his medical history. 

Section 7(7) of the Safety, Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 1988 (SRC Act) states that an employee who is 
otherwise entitled to compensation for a disease loses that entitlement if he or she makes a willful and false 
representation about not having previously suffered from the disease. One such misrepresentation by an 
employee can affect their right to compensation. 

The disclosure of information about suffering from a disease must be made at any time if that disclosure is 
required for a purpose associated with the employee’s employment or proposed employment with the 
Commonwealth. 

An example is provided by the AAT in its 2017 decision regarding Griffiths v Australia Postal Corporation. Ms 
Griffiths made a claim for compensation for anxiety in 2014.  On the claim form she ticked “No” in answer to a 
question about whether she had ever had a similar injury or illness. In 2015, she made a second claim for 
compensation for anxiety. Ms Griffiths once again ticked “no” on the form in response to that question. The 
Tribunal stated that the history of Ms Griffiths’ previous episodes of anxiety and depression were “so 
pronounced” that it “is difficult to avoid the conclusion that her claims not to have previously suffered from them 
were deliberately untrue”. In that case, Ms Griffith’s disease did not qualify as a compensable injury because of 
section 7(7). 

This case shows the need for full and ongoing disclosure – honest and open – by an employee about his or her 
medical history their and when making a claim for compensation. A failure to do so risks, as it did in that case, that 
a claim will be excluded due to section 7(7) of the SRC Act. 

Eyes and Ears 

 

Whilst the AFPA and the AFP have a good working relationship, it is important that members appreciate that we 
are not necessarily informed about every change or incident in the workplace. 

Our members are our eyes and ears on the ground, so if you hear or see something you think we should know 
about then please get in contact with us. 

INDUSTRIAL QUERIES 

If you have any industrial queries or queries about issues raised in this Dispatch, please contact 
sharon.wright@afpa.org.au or anish.prasad@afpa.org.au or call us on 02 6285 1677. 

 
 
 

mailto:sharon.wright@afpa.org.au
mailto:anish.prasad@afpa.org.au

