
PSA provides member feedback as below.  There were a large number of responses however if we 
were aware that you had already received the feedback and we were sent it for our information, it 
has not been included. 

 

1. 

It is now 7 days since the new structure was announced and, as a worker who is significantly 
impacted by the proposed structure, I have yet to be contacted officially by SafeWork NSW 
about why my position is being moved, what levels the three Inspector positions in the new WE 
team are at, what my individual options are and what support (other than EAP) is available. 

My manager and director have been excellent however they know little more than myself or my 
colleagues. 
 
The ongoing Q&A sessions have featured the refusal to talk about specific teams or individuals, 
yet no direct official communications to impacted workers like myself have occurred. All I know 
is my impending re-location is my name in a different location in the new structure. 
 
Genuine questions at the Q&A sessions appear to be answered with motherhood statements, 
dismissed wholesale or simply not answered. Despite assurances by Trent and Hayden that all 
questions in the chat would answered, I am still waiting. 
 
I still have no idea why myself and my colleagues in Specialist Services Team 2 have been 
singled out for treatment that is different to every other specialist team in SafeWork 
NSW                                                                                                                                      . 
 
Because of the lack of real information and support I have had little sleep since Tuesday 2 July, 
feel almost completely de-motivated and have noticed that I am increasingly distanced and 
isolating from loved ones, friends and colleagues. I need to remain positive for my  colleagues in 
the team but that is becoming more and more difficult to maintain. 
 
I have been with SafeWork for a long time, in fact twice around, and have seen several 
restructures and re-alignments that have also impacted me. This is by far the most poorly 
managed change program that I have ever seen as a worker or as an Inspector in my official 
role. I am well-known across SafeWork for my motivation, commitment, and resilience; as are 
my Specialist Services Team 2 colleagues, but everyone has their limit and I fear many of us 
are at that point. 
 
We have repeatedly been offered EAP support however I note that EAP support is the 
psychosocial worlds answer to How to Lift Training. It is largely ineffective as it does nothing to 
eliminate or reduce the risk of psychosocial harm arising from the process in the first place. It is 
usually best offered after unexpected critical incidents but offering it throughout a change 
process is tantamount to an admission by a PCBU that there remains an uncontrolled risk of 
psychosocial harm, otherwise it would not be needed. 
 
I am anxious about the lack of information and support and resentful of the apparent complete 
disregard for the breadth and depth of the work of the Specialist Team 2 (Working Environment, 
RTW & Health) 



 
I have leave booked to travel overseas that I have saved for years to afford. I fear that the poor 
way this change process has been managed, and the distress that arises from that it will 
likewise ruin my overseas holiday while it will also mean I will be away on leave potentially 
during the period of EOIs. 
 
In addition to the stated admissions from Trent and Hayden that they don’t fully understand what 
we currently do (hence the consultation process), their ability to dismiss and dissolve the 
Specialist Services 2 team given the breadth and depth of our work finds me having trouble 
reconciling how the SafeWork ELT are currently discharging their duties as Officers under 
Section 27 of the Act. 
 
I did ask at a previous Q&A session if the Designing work to manage psychosocial risks had 
been or was going to be applied to the change management program but have yet to receive an 
answer. 
 
Likewise, the lack of timely and consistent advice or support to impacted workers suggests that 
SafeWork NSW have not ‘had regard’ for all of the potential psychosocial risks associated with 
the change management plan as described on page 8 of the Code of Practice Managing 
Psychosocial Hazards at Work. 
 
Further, I have not seen any evidence of a system of work to identify psychosocial hazards 
related to the implementation of the change management plan in consultation with workers. If 
this has occurred and I am just not aware of it, I would ask that there are copies of it for review 
by eligible workers. 
 
The proposed downsizing of the Inspector footprint in the new Working Environment Team 
presumes that 3 Inspectors (of as yet unspecified levels) will complete work currently 
undertaken by 8 fulltime Inspectors ( 3 SI, 3 ASI & 2 PI ) who are supported by around 4 other 
Inspectors in Specialist Operations is alarming and will likely lead to job overload as described 
in the Code of Practice Managing Psychosocial Hazards at Work. 
 
Apparent disregard for, and lack of pre-emptive risk management upon a clear hazard of role 
overload for 3 Inspectors who will replace the current 8+ Inspectors is questionably moving 
toward a breach of Clauses 55c & 55d of the Regulation. 
 
I have a legislated right not to be made the way I am currently feeling by the work that I do. This 
is especially the case when I work for the Regulator who enforces WHS legislation. SafeWork 
should be demonstrating best practice and most certainly demonstrating what psychosocial 
compliance looks like in relation to our own workers. 
 
SafeWork NSW is a great organisation full of great people for whom the sky really is the limit. 
This change management program, and the way that the Specialist Services Team 2 is being 
treated risks damaging that irreparably. That is a regrettable outcome for us and the workers 
who rely upon our work, especially in the Specialist Services 2 team realm. 
  



2. 
 
1. Based on conversations with my Director I think there might be quite significant changes 
made to the draft structure, based on the feedback. I would advocate that we need a second 
brief consultation period once the proposed/final structure is released in August. This will allow 
for questions and correction of any errors. The argument against this from Trent Curtin is they 
don’t want the restructure to go into the holiday period but for those impacted and who end up in 
the mobility process they will be going thru that into December and January so it is not a 
problem in my view to allow a week or so for second consultation. 
 
2. I am very concerned about the changes to the structure in terms of evaluation, research and 
intelligence functions sitting currently under a seperate directorate. See summary of issues 
below. 
 
The resources allocated to research, intelligence and evaluation have been halved (from 22 
staff to 10, from about $3M to $1.5M): 

 SW retains 2 out of 4 research roles, has lost all data science roles (out of 3 
existing), and has lost all support roles (out of 10 existing) dedicated towards the 
efficient delivery of research, intelligence, and evaluation. 

 SW has lost all evaluation roles (out of 3 existing). That is, the 3 roles SW had to 
design, plan, and undertake evaluation of programs and initiatives, which were also 
providing evaluation support and guidance across the organisation, have not been 
mapped out.  

  
The savings ($1.5M) have been used instead towards the creation of a new team responsible 
for engaging with Unions, HSRs, and the families of injured workers group. 
  
This important change, and large reduction of resources dedicated to research, intelligence, and 
evaluation, is a concern: 

 This would consist of a quasi-total loss of current technical capabilities that have taken 
many years, and a lot of convincing, to acquire and develop: 

o no more evaluation specialists, 
o no more data scientists, 
o a lot less research expertise,    
o no staff dedicated to the efficient delivery of evidence-based tools and 

resources.   
 This put at risk the future of the organisation regarding the levels of intelligence (in 

general, whether research-based, data-based, evaluation-based or a mix of those) that 
we will be able to develop and deliver in-house moving forward. 

 
 
 
 
3.  
 
The research and development team has been cut from four senior researchers (9/10) to two.  
We sit within a broader directorate, the Centre for WHS, and all of our other staff have had their 
roles cut back as well. 
 



I have attached a business case developed by my team in response to the restructure, which 
outlines the misconceptions that have led to the decision to cut us back.  
 
We have also made suggestions of what the new structure could look like to meet SafeWork's 
needs. These suggestions do not require extra funding.  I provide a summary of my concerns 
below. 
 
My primary concern is that the broad changes to our directorate - formerly the Centre For WHS 
- were not informed by appropriate consultation, and the leadership has based their decisions 
on flawed assumptions about our team's functions and successes. 
 
Our directorate has never been evaluated, and I asked those who are leading the restructure, 
what information they based their decisions on. They said they "looked at what works and what 
doesn't" without specifying the process undertaken.  
 
Consultation has consisted of: 

 Workshops with executive leadership including our executive director. 
 A senior leaders forum to give managers and directors an opportunity to contribute, and 

this informed the next stage which was further consultation with senior leadership.  
 Following this, directors were then consulted again. 

 
This process applies to the entire organisation, so it is not clear what information was provided 
by the executive director. Our research manager and director said that these sessions were not 
detailed, and they were not asked to provide information about our outputs or what we actually 
do. They were not under the impression that we were being assessed, per se. 
 
It was advised that the Academic Studies Team (AST), which is part of our directorate, will fill 
the gaps that will accompany the loss of research expertise. The AST consists of a single 
manager, and its function is to manage research internships for university students, mostly 
undergraduates, with some masters students. None of these students have research 
experience, and all students are supervised by the Academic Studies manager or members of 
research and development team.  
 
When queried about the future relationship between the AST and the research team, Mr Curtin 
specified that the AST has "10 PhD students" to support "nimble and agile projects." This is not 
true, and if appropriate consultation had been done, he would have been aware of this. Student 
internships range from 30 hours to 150 hours in total. 
 
The structure Mr Curtin proposed replaces paid, highly-qualified staff with unpaid interns as a 
cost-cutting measure. This will produce poor results as the students require intensive 
supervision by researchers, and none of them to date have any research expertise - they are 
students. 
 
More importantly, it is against the law to use unpaid interns to do the work of paid staff. I note 
also that the AST has not been evaluated either, and so the decision makers do not have 
sufficient evidence to base their decisions on. 
 
The attached document provides more detail on the issues and our proposed solution, but the 
key thing is that the changes in personnel they have made, are not sufficient to meet the needs 
they have specified in the functional structure, outlined below. 
 



The proposed “research” functions: 
- Monitors and identifies trends in workplace injuries and illnesses. 
- Use predictive analytics to detect emerging hazards and risks. 
The proposed “intelligence” function: 
- Provides data-driven insights to guide the allocation of resources for inspection and 
enforcement activities. 
- Prioritise high-risk areas and emerging threats to ensure effective use of resources. 
- Develop tools and resources to assist Inspectors in identifying and mitigating risks. 
 
We currently have the expertise to deliver on these requirements, but the attached document 
details how this would work in the new structure. 
 
Last, they have based these decisions on a perceived underperformance of the Centre for 
WHS. 
 
There were considerable issues within the Centre, however, all of our work was approved by 
our executive director, and the deputy secretary.  If the work did not deliver on business needs, 
or was not appropriate, this feedback should have been provided to us so that we could improve 
our function.  
 
As I said, we were never evaluated. 
 
 
 

4. 

- Requirement for dedicated clerical support for Triage and Response.  
 
- Appears to be excessive numbers of inspectors in investigations considering a number only 
undertake and complete one investigation per year sometimes 18 months. This is based on a 
maximum of only 100 investigations active at any one time and with 35 inspectors the majority are 
under-utilised.  
 
- Option to have the investigations unit broken up and report directly to one each of the Operation 
Directorates. Regional North, Regional South, Metro, Construction calling in extra resources if and 
when necessary from the directorate. Allowing inspectors also to undertake a variety of activities 
within role for mental well being and maintenance of skills.  
 
- Need to ensure specialist areas consider holistic approach when developing programs and 
communicate expectations to Operational areas as they have previously been overloaded with 
“priorities” and haven’t achieved any real outcomes.  
 
- Need to define the response work the dedicated directorates will undertake to eliminate 
previously experienced arguments over who should do what and what is a complex matter.  

 

  



5. 

The functional review component (pictured below) will impact Inspector training due to the 
proposed scope expansion of the Business Capability Team (to be called Training and 
Development). The scope is to provide training for all employees (800+), not just the 
inspectorate. No increased resourcing is reflected in the structure.  

In addition, there is capability mapping, setting up and maintaining skills registers, deliver 
coaching and mentoring programs and also design, develop, implement tailor made programs 
for all staff - not just the inspectorate.  

The other consideration is the expectation that the NITP be available to all staff and the impact 
on the trainers, who are mostly inspectors and are already stretched.  

This will have a significant impact on the Inspectorate continuing professional development 
program as well as the RTO side of the team. We acknowledge there is benefit for other SW 
staff to have access to training relevant to their 'regulatory' responsibilities, and would 
recommend the wording in the scope be specific around this rather than all T&D which suggests 
general capabilities training which currently sits with DCS Organisational Capability team in 
P&C. 



 

 


