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BACKGROUND

The Applicant made a request for information on February 22nd , 2016 to the Sahtu Health and

Social Services Authority (SHSSA), as it then was. The request was for

“any and all documentation correspondence and documentation regarding myself

including documentation on phone calls, letters, emails, notes, etc. that has been

kept by [the public body] and is not currently in my personnel file

When the response was received, the Applicant noted that all of the records provided were

actually records from his personnel file, which was not what he had requested. The records

provided included very little other documentation. He noted that there were no phone call

records or other notes from any supervisors or other co-workers and there was nothing at all

from several individuals who were in a supervisory capacity to the Applicant. The Applicant had

previously been told by a supervisor that he had “read the notes” on the Applicant but no such

notes were disclosed. The Applicant noted that he had seen a number of managers writing in

notebooks during site visits and during phone conversations but that no such records had been

received. 

I asked SHSSA to provide me with information to assist me in assessing the Applicant’s

Request for Review. I also provided them with a number of specific questions which I asked that

they address.  

I asked, in particular, that the public body provide me with an explanation as to how they

identified the responsive records and what steps had been taken in the search process. SHSSA

indicated that to locate and retrieve records pertaining to the request, the search included a

formal request to each of the individuals named in the Applicant’s request for information to

search and produce all relevant records. The physical searches of paper records such as notes

from telephone discussions and meetings were done by three senior employees. The public



body further provided me with a page by page explanation for those portions of the records

which were withheld. All redactions were based on the mandatory exceptions to disclosure set

out in section 20, 23 or 24 of the Act.

The Applicant was frustrated with the public body’s response. He reiterated his concerns about

the thoroughness of the response and pointed out, once again, that he had received very few

records that were not already in his personnel file. He noted:

a) He requested all correspondence regarding himself from all managers at SHSSA

from March, 2012 to the date of the request. He received a limited number of

emails from four managers, but most of those were direct correspondence

between himself and the individual manager. He noted that still outstanding were

any emails between the named parties which related to the Applicant as well as

any emails from four additional managers from whom nothing had been received.

b) He requested handwritten notes, phone call records which related to himself from

all managers at SHSSA from March, 2012 until the date of the request. He noted

that he had received no handwritten notes at all. He believes that there are

additional records for a number of reasons. He noted that one manager had

confirmed directly to him that she had sent copies of her handwritten notes along

with her emails in response to the ATIPP request. No such handwritten notes

were received. He noted further that on two occasions in 2015, another manager

verbally indicated the existence of another file with comments such as “I’ve read

the file on you” and “I’ve read the notes”. It was his understanding from these

comments that a file, other than his personnel file, existed. Finally, he observed

that when senior managers visited the communities, they regularly and

consistently take notes in notebooks, often “copious” notes. No such notes were

received.

SHSSA reiterated their process for responding to requests for information. Each individual is

asked to search his or her own records. In this case, there does not appear to have been any

assistance given to those employees with respect to search terms or search parameters other

than the name of the Applicant and an indication that both electronic and paper records should

be searched. In some cases, more than one person had held the position and in those cases it

was made clear that all records should be searched, even those records retained by the



previous incumbent. They noted that “all employees working in [a particular position] are

required to provide cross-over notes/records to ensure continuity between rotations, maintain a

common file and/or copy some critical emails to the Manager, Health Services and/or Director

Health and Social Services.” 

They advised, as well, that the initial response which had been provided to the Applicant, and

which resulted in this request for review, was only a partial response. This letter noted:

In processing your request we realized a portion of the requested information

involves records that were kept by employees who work on a rotational basis. 

The rotational turn around has resulted in records not being provided to us until

just recently.

The letter indicated that they were working on completing the response and promised the

remaining records within 15 days. 

However, because the Applicant chose to file a Request for Review with respect to the

response, SHSSA says that it was their understanding that the processing of the remaining

records should be halted. The response, therefore, remained incomplete.

In light of the public body’s statement that their response was incomplete, I chose to delay my

review and invited them to finalize the response to the Applicant within a short time frame. I

advised the Applicant that I would be taking no further steps unless he advised me, by a date

certain, that he had not received any further records from the public body or, in the alternative

that he was still unhappy with the response received. The response was completed but the

Applicant still felt that the response was incomplete. In particular, he noted that there were no

emails from one named manager and only a few from another. Further, he received only one

page of notes from one manager and none from others. Of those notes that were received, they

were heavily redacted. He asked me to continue with the review process.

The public body (now Northwest Territories Health and Social Services Authority) provided

further input on the second set of records disclosed. They relied on sections 14, 20, 23 and 24

of the Act to justify the redaction of portions of these records. In answer to the Applicant’s

concerns that there were still records missing, they advised that the employees involved in



gathering the responsive records were “entrusted to provide all documents relevant to the

request, including information from notebooks, where an employee utilized them.”  They did

point out that two of the individuals from whom the Applicant was now seeking information were

not included in the original request for information and that is why their records were not

searched and no records from those managers was included in the response. Further, they note

that:

it is general practice that transitory notes, those notes required for a limited

amount of time in order to complete a task and which is not an essential part of

administrative or operational records, do not need to be kept. Administrative or

operational records taken during a site visit would become part of a standard

record such as an email, health or social service record, personnel file or

program file.

DISCUSSION

Addressing firstly the records that the Applicant feels are missing, I have in the past made

comment about the manner in which records are searched. In days past - the days of paper

records - any person would be able to search for responsive records. Now, because almost all

work is done via email and/or electronic recordings, access to all records is limited. Each

employee has his or her own password to gain access to the GNWT servers and each

maintains his or her own file system. What this means is that when an application for records

from named employees is made, the person who by default is asked to search for the records is

the person who created them. There are a number of problems with this approach. First and

foremost, there is the potential for conflict of interest when the information sought is

controversial or potentially controversial and/or there is a real or perceived self-preservation

interest in the person searching for the records. Secondly, individual employees are given little,

if any, training on how to search for records responsive to a Request for Information. This may

result in a less than thorough search. It is unclear to me in this case whether the employees

who were asked to search their systems were given a set of keywords to use or were simply

asked to search for records about the Applicant. In short, while it is undoubtedly the easiest way

to identify responsive records, asking employees to search their own records has its limitations.

I asked the public body to identify any checks and balances that might be in place to verify that

all responsive records are identified and/or provided in these circumstances and the response

received was simply that the employees were entrusted to provide all of the documents relevant



to the request based on the directions they were given. This is not sufficient in all

circumstances, particularly where an applicant is saying that he/she thinks there should be

additional records and has some evidence that this is so.

Another issue is that of “transitory records”. While it is true that transitory records do not need to

be kept, if they are kept they remain records subject to an ATIPP request. It is my experience

that few people who keep notes in a notebook are likely to throw those notebooks out or destroy

them, at least in the short term. They may transpose the notes to another medium, but the notes

remain. It is to be noted that the period of time for which records were requested spanned four

years and in many cases the employee in the position in 2012 had been long gone by 2016

when the request for information was made. On the one hand, it seems unlikely that an

individual who keeps notes in a notebook would destroy that notebook in the short term. On the

other hand, it seems to me that it would also be unusual for that person to leave the notebooks

behind when they left a position, particularly if the notes had already been transcribed onto

another medium.

I do not question the public body’s bona fides in their attempt to identify all of the records. I am

more concerned, generally, about the process and the probability that it is not the most effective

way to find responsive records and to ensure that all such records have been identified and

produced.  Reliance on individuals to identify and provide responsive records in a situation in

which the Applicant appears to have been at odds with those individuals leaves, at minimum, a

suspicion that perhaps some records were missed or skipped. There should be a way to test

and verify responses received where individual employees are tasked with reviewing their own

records to find responsive documents. How best to do this is, I think, a technical question. I

recommend that Northwest Territories Health and Social Services Authority develop a way to

verify responses received from individual employees in response to ATIPP requests.  While I do

not have the technical expertise to make specific recommendations in this regard, in my mind’s

eye I would see some sort of audit function which would allow for spot checks or reviews of

responses received. 

It is also unclear whether searches were done of the email records of individuals no longer

working with the public body at the time of the Request for Information. The public body

indicated that there had been fairly significant turn-over in staffing during the four years covered

by the Request for Information and that files are transferred from one employee to the next.

While “files” may have been passed from one employee to the next, there is no indication that



email records were transferred from one incumbent to the next and, in fact, I would be surprised

if this were the case. The Request for Information submitted by the Applicant would include the

email records of those no longer employed with the public body. I therefore recommend that, if

not already done, the NWTHSSA search the email records of the relevant employees of the

public body who may have been employed with SHSSA during the relevant time frame but who

were no longer employed there at the time of the Request for Information and determine

whether there may be any additional responsive records.  

The public body notes that some of the records which the Applicant notes as being missing

were outside of the scope of the original request for information. They say that the Applicant’s

argument that there were no records from two named individuals is answered by the fact that

these individuals “were not included in the original request” and this is why there were no

records from those individuals. While the Applicant’s initial request for information was very

broadly worded, it appears that in a letter dated March 4th, 2016, the public body confirmed with

the Applicant that he had agreed that the scope of the records requested would be limited to

those records of employees who held one of five positions over the course of the time period in

question. The two named individuals did not fall into any of those categories. If the Applicant

wants records from these individuals, I would suggest that he make a new ATIPP request.

The Specific Records

The Applicant has also asked that I review the records which were provided to verify that the

redacted portions properly fell under one or more of the exemptions to disclosure provided for in

the Act. Where a page is not referred to, it means that the record was disclosed to the Applicant

without any edits. I will deal only with those records on which the public body has applied

redactions.  Where a record includes a chain of emails, the record is identified by the most

recent email on the page. Where there is more than one copy of the record, I will comment only

on the first occurrence of the record.  All other copies of the record in question should be dealt

with in the same manner. 

FIRST SET OF RECORDS DISCLOSED

Page 93 - Email dated June 3, 2015  

The name of the health center has been redacted, as well as the names and personal pay



details of third parties. All information has been redacted pursuant to section 23(2)(f) which

raises a presumption that disclosure would constitute an unreasonable invasion of the privacy of

a third party where the information “describes a third party’s finances, income, assets, liabilities,

net worth, bank balances, financial history or activities or credit worthiness”. I agree that the

disclosure of the information redacted from this email would reveal financial or income

information about third parties and this information has been properly redacted. I recommend,

however, that the name of the health center in the “subject” line be disclosed.

Pages 94 and 95 and Pages 98 and 99

These are two separate printouts from “Peoplesoft” describing payroll information for the

Applicant and others. On page 94 and 98, portions of  hand written charts have been redacted

insofar as they relate to hours logged by third parties. I accept that the disclosure of this

information would constitute an unreasonable invasion of the privacy of those individuals and it

has been appropriately redacted. On pages 95 and 99, information about a third party’s payroll

information has been redacted. I am satisfied that section 23(2)(f) applies and the information

has been properly redacted.

Page 105 - Email dated December 9, 2015

 

One word identifying a third party has been removed from the body of this email. I am satisfied

that it was properly redacted pursuant to section 23(2)(f).

Page 293 - Email dated December 4, 2015

Page 314 - Email dated April 6, 2015  

Pages 342 to 344 - Email dated June 5, 2015

Pages 346 to 347 - Email dated June 12, 2015

Pages 348 to 350 - Email dated June 15, 2015

Page 351 - Email dated April 21, 2015

Pages 353 to 354 - Email dated June 5, 2015

Page 383 - Email dated December 29, 2015

Page 430 - Email dated December 7, 2015

Page 432 - Email dated July 17, 2015

Pages 433 to 434 - Email dated October 13, 2012

Pages 435 to 436 - Email dated October 12, 2012

Page 482 - Email dated July 14, 2014



Page 489 - Email dated December 19, 2014

Page 497 - Email dated December 8, 2015

Page 502 - Email dated February 19, 2015

Page 501 - Email dated September 29, 2015

Page 514 - Email dated July 17th, 2014

Page 528 - Email dated September 29, 2015 (See page 465)

Page 530 - Email dated September 29, 2015

Page 532 - Email dated September 29, 2015 (See page 465)

Page 565 - Email dated July 28, 2015

Page 570 - Email dated July 14, 2014

In each of these records, emails originating from the Applicant have been redacted so as to

mask words identifying third parties. As the Applicant himself wrote the words, he knows who

the third parties referred to are. That said, once a record leaves a public body, the public body

also loses control over further disclosure and I understand, for that reason, why these words

were redacted. In these circumstances, a judgement call is appropriate.  Would the disclosure

really be a disclosure at all? If the information were to be disclosed further, would that

disclosure be an unreasonable invasion of a third party’s privacy?  In the case of these records,

I make no recommendations, but only because it is clear that the Applicant will be able to fill in

the blanks himself.  

Page 328 - Email dated March 19, 2015, 

Pages 330 and 33 - Email dated March 19, 2015

Page 338 - Email dated March 19, 2015

Pages 339 and 340 - Email dated March 19, 2015

Words identifying a third party’s travel plans have been removed from body of emails in the

chains on these pages. Though the Applicant will be able to identify the third party

notwithstanding the redaction, for the reasons noted with respect to the previous emails

discussed, I am satisfied that these words were properly redacted.

Page 354 - Email dated July 10, 2013

In this email chain, the names of third parties have been redacted, as well as adjectives which

would identify their gender and, in at least one case, family information about the named third

parties has been redacted.  While I do not think that section 23(2)(f) specifically applies to this



information, I am satisfied that the disclosure of the redacted information would constitute an

unreasonable invasion of the privacy of the named third parties. I am, therefore, satisfied that

the words were properly redacted.

Page 401 - Email dated February 17, 2015

Page 402 - Email dated February 5, 2015

Page 419, Email dated February 17, 2015

In these email chains, the names of third parties have been redacted, as well as information

about their employment history. Section 23(2)(d) raises a presumption that disclosure of

information about the employment history of identifiable individuals is a breach of privacy. I

agree with the redactions on these pages.

Pages 404 and 405 - Email dated February 5, 2015

Page 451 - Email dated November 6, 2014

Page 453 - Email dated November 6, 2014

Page 493 - Email dated July 16, 2015

In these email chains, the name(s) and other personal details of one or more third parties has

been redacted. I am satisfied that the disclosure of this information would constitute an

unreasonable invasion of the privacy of that third party. I agree with the redactions on these

pages.

Page 421 - Email dated April 27, 2015

In this email, reference is made to a third party relative of the Applicant. The identity of the

individual has been masked. In context, I think that the entire email could have been disclosed

and that the public body is, perhaps, being overly strict in interpreting what constitutes an

unreasonable invasion of a third party’s privacy. That said, the Applicant will undoubtedly be

able to identify the individual being referred to and the redaction does not significant affect the

quality of the information available to him in the circumstances. I therefore make no further

recommendation with respect to this record. 



Page 462 - Email dated September 29, 2014

The first email in this chain has been edited to remove a job title. No names are included but the

job title would be enough to identify the particular individuals involved. The email is about

training being undertaken and the job title has been redacted pursuant to section 23(2)(h)(ii). 

This section raises a presumption that disclosure of the information in question will amount to

an unreasonable invasion of privacy where “the personal information consists of the third party’s

name where the disclosure of the name itself would reveal personal information about the third

party”.  This clearly does not apply as there is no name in the document. I am, however,

satisfied that the disclosure would be likely to reveal “educational” history of the parties involved

and that the information is protected pursuant to section 23(2)(d).

The second email in the chain is authored by the Applicant. The identity of a relative of his has

been redacted pursuant to section 23(2)(a). For the reasons outlined above, while I do not

believe that providing the Applicant with this information is a breach of the privacy of the third

party, there is a potential for a breach and I therefore make no further recommendations.

Page 463 - Email dated September 29, 2015

This page adds to the chain contained on page 462.  A name has been redacted from the

second email on the page. That email was authored by the Applicant and he will, therefore, be

able to identify the person whose name has been masked. For the reasons outlined above,

however, I make no recommendations.

Page 534 - Email dated February 9, 2016

There are two redactions in this record. In the first email on the page a phrase has been

redacted pursuant to section 23(2)(h)(ii). As noted above, that section establishes a

presumption that disclosure of a third party’s name will constitute an unreasonable invasion of

privacy when it would reveal other information about the third party. In this case, the disclosure

of the name will not disclose any other information about the third party. Nor will any of the rest

of information redacted from this email. I recommend that this email be disclosed with the first

email intact.



Similarly, one word is redacted from the last email on the page. There is nothing in this word

that would reveal any personal information about any person and I recommend that the word

be disclosed.

Page 550 - Email dated July 28, 2015

There are two emails on this page which have been redacted. The name of two individuals have

been edited, along with information about their employment status. Though the email was

addressed to the Applicant and he will no doubt be able to identify the information redacted, it

has, nonetheless, been properly redacted as it would reveal employment history information

about the two individuals if further disclosed. The second email on the page has also been

edited to remove two names and personal information. This email was authored by the

Applicant. Again, as the Applicant himself wrote the words, he knows who the third parties

referred to are. That said, as noted, once a record leaves a public body, they also lose control

over further disclosure and the redactions were, therefore, appropriate.

Pages 552 and 553 - Email dated July 30, 2015

A third party’s name has been redacted from the second email on the first page of this record,

along with a phrase about something that third party has arranged. While I am satisfied that the

name was properly redacted, I see no reason to redact the phrase and I recommend that this

information be disclosed. With respect to the redactions on page 553, see the comments with

respect to page 550.

SECOND SET OF RECORDS DISCLOSED

Page 643 - Email dated December 4, 2015

In this record, an email originating from the Applicant has been redacted so as to mask words

identifying third parties. As the Applicant himself wrote the words, he knows who the third

parties referred to are. As noted above, redacting the words will avoid the possibility of further

disclosure which would constitute an unreasonable invasion of the privacy of the third parties

involved. In the circumstances, I am satisfied that these words were properly redacted.



Pages 644 to 646 - Report

This appears to be a report of a visit by an investigator or investigators to a health centre in a

small community that was experiencing some workplace issues amongst the staff.  Most of this

report has been redacted pursuant to section 14(1)(a) of the Act. Section 14(1)(a) is a

discretionary exemption which permits a public body to refuse to disclose information to an

applicant where the disclosure could reasonably be expected to reveal:

advice, proposals, recommendations, analyses or policy options developed by or

for a public body or a member of the Executive Council

No additional input or explanation is provided and there is no indication that the public body has

actually exercised its discretion. It is not sufficient for the public body to merely determine that

the information in question fits the criteria as “advice, proposals, recommendations, analyses or

policy options” developed by or for a public body. It must also assess the pros and the cons of

disclosure and disclosure is always the default. There must be good reasons not to disclose in

order for the public body to withhold the information.  

Looking first at whether or not the record (or the redacted portions of the record) fit the criteria,

there are certainly parts that do. There are, however, parts of the record that are merely

statements of fact and terms of reference. These portions do not meet the criteria for an

exemption pursuant to section 14(1)(a) and should be disclosed. In particular, I recommend

that the following sections of the report be disclosed:

a) the date of the site visit at the top of  page 1;

b) the entire section under the heading “Mandate”;

c) the entire section under the heading “Authority”,

d) the entire section under the heading “Membership”,

e) the entire section under the heading “Functions”

f) on page 2, the date of the visit at the top of page 2 and the heading immediately

following the date;

g) in the first paragraph on page 2, everything but for the name of the health centre 

h) the second paragraph on page 2, including the bulleted points

i) everything under the heading “Process” with the exception of the names of the

individuals listed and their positions;



j) everything under the heading “Themes”

For the remainder of the report, I recommend that the public body actively exercise its discretion

and, should the decision be not to disclose, to provide the Applicant with an explanation as to

the factors considered in the exercise of that discretion.

Pages 647 and 669 - Handwritten notes 

These pages are all handwritten notes from various sources and in various handwriting. No

context has been given for the origin of these notes - there is no indication who wrote the notes

or what his/her job description was. Many of the pages appear to be taken out of notebooks of

individual employees.  They are almost all notes about  various goings on in the workplace,

some of them operational, some perhaps in connection with workplace issues. It is hard to

decipher without any background or context. Various subsections of section 23 have been

applied to block disclosure of many of the notes, including:

(2) A disclosure of personal information is presumed to be an unreasonable 
invasion of a third party’s personal privacy where

(a) the  personal  information  relates  to  a medical, psychiatric or  
psychological history, diagnosis, condition, treatment or
evaluation;

(b)  the personal information was compiled and is identifiable as part 
of an investigation into a possible contravention of law, except to
the extent that disclosure is necessary to prosecute the
contravention or continue the investigation;

...
(d)  the personal information relates to employment, occupational or

educational history;
...
(f) the personal information describes the third party’s finances, 

income, assets, liabilities, net worth, bank balances, financial 
history or activities or credit worthiness;

...
(h) the personal information consists of the third party’s name where

(i) it appears with other personal information about the third
party, 

While I could comment on each and every one of the deletions from these pages individually, it

is probably more expedient for me address them more holistically. It is difficult to fully evaluate

the information as the notes are disjointed and not in full sentences. In many cases there is a



name, beside which one or two words are written and in many cases only the writer would be

able to make full sense of the notes made.

Section 23(1) prohibits the disclosure of information where the disclosure would amount to an

unreasonable invasion of a third party’s privacy. It appears that most of the information deleted

is in reference to third parties or information that might serve to identify third parties. However, it

should be noted that not every mention of a person’s name will amount to an unreasonable

invasion of privacy if disclosed. The issue here is whether the disclosure would constitute an

unreasonable invasion of a third party’s privacy, whether or not the information falls within one

of the presumptions raised by section 23(2).  Rather than assess the specific section 23(2)

presumption which applies to each edited portion, therefore, I have instead provided the public

body with a copy of these pages with on which I have indicated those portions of the notes that,

in my opinion, would amount to an unreasonable invasion of the privacy of a third party. One

observation I would make about these notes is that some of them appear to contain notes of

interviews with certain staff members in which other staff members are being discussed. 

Section 2 of the Act defines “personal information” to include opinions expressed about the

individual by another person. So, to the extent that the public body has redacted information

which appears to consist of someone’s opinions about the Applicant, those sections should be

disclosed while, where possible, protecting the name of the third party who expressed the

opinion. 

Several pages have been almost totally redacted pursuant to section 20(1)(a) of the Act. This

section provides public bodies with the discretion to refuse to disclose information to an

applicant where there is a reasonable possibility that disclosure could prejudice a law

enforcement matter. While the information on pages 652 to 654 contain references to a break-

in, there is no explanation provided as to how the disclosure might “prejudice” the investigation

of the break-in. I have, therefore, recommended, that most of this information be disclosed.

Small portions of page 653 and 654 have been redacted pursuant to section 24(1)(a) which

prohibits the disclosure of information which would reveal trade secrets of a third party. I am not

satisfied that the redacted sections meet the criteria for an exemption under this section and I

recommend that they be disclosed.     

I recommend that these pages be disclosed with the redactions highlighted in pink in the copy

of this report submitted to the public body. 



Page 670 - Typed notes

The second page of this record similarly has a good number of redactions based on sections

23(2)(a), 23(2)(b), and 23(2)(h)(i). I am satisfied that much of the material redacted would have

amounted to an unreasonable invasion of the privacy of third parties named, if disclosed.  I

have, again, enclosed this page with my recommended redactions outlined in pink.

Page 649 - Notes dated July 8, 2015

This page looks like a typed statement made by an employee in the context of a workplace

investigation. The author is not identified, though it is probable that the Applicant would be able

to identify the author from the content. Portions of this statement have been edited, all pursuant

to section 23(2)(h)(i). It appears that the edited portions are either the author’s own personal

information or his/her opinion about others in the workplace (not the Applicant). I am satisfied

that it has been appropriately edited.

Page 671 - Typewritten report

Again, no attribution is provided with respect to this record and it is unclear what the context of

its creation was. However, it appears to be notes from a conversation with an employee about

workplace issues. Portions of the page have been redacted pursuant to section 23(2)(h)(i) and

23(2)(a). The name of the community has been redacted several times. I am not convinced that

this going to protect anyone’s identity, particularly as the Applicant is well aware of what

community is being discussed. I recommend that this record be disclosed with the community

name intact on lines 4 and 5 but am satisfied that the public body properly redacted the

remaining edits from this record.

Pages 672 to 675 - Portion of a letter 

Again, no attribution is provided with respect to this letter, though it is obvious that, if the record

were to be disclosed in full (and perhaps in part), the Applicant would be able to identify the

author. Some of the material that has been redacted refers to day the day to day business

activities of the public body and this information is not protected from disclosure, even if the

work is attributed to a particular individual. I note, as well, that there appears to be one or more

pages missing after page one and at least one, and perhaps more, pages missing at the end of



this record. It may be that there are no further references to the Applicant in the missing pages.

The Act requires, however, the disclosure of “records”. I have determined before that a record is

the whole record and if any part of the record is responsive, the entire record must be disclosed,

subject only to the exemptions outlined in the Act. I recommend that the rest of this record be

included in the response to the Applicant, with any appropriate edits.

The redacted portions of this record have been withheld pursuant to section 23(2)(a) and

23(2)(h)(i). Again, rather than address each redacted portion individually, I have included as an

appendix to the copy of this report being provided to the public body these four pages in the

format I recommend that they be disclosed.       

Pages 676-678 - Handwritten notes

These three pages are another set of handwritten notes from one or more sources. Again, I

have been given no context for the origin of these notes - there is no indication who wrote the

notes or what his/her job description was. The notes appear to be taken out of a notebook of an

employee dealing with some workplace issues. It is hard to decipher without any background or

context. Various subsections of section 23 have been applied to block disclosure of many of the

notes, including 23(2)(a), 23(2)(h)(i), and 23(2)(d). Once again, and for the reasons set out

above, I have provided the public body with copies of these pages with the edits which I believe

are appropriate to protect the privacy of the third parties involved and I recommend these

pages be disclosed accordingly.

Pages 679 to 705 - Series of emails

This series of emails all relate to scheduling of various employees and have been lightly

redacted to remove the names, scheduling information and other personal information about

third parties. I am satisfied that the redactions on these pages are appropriate pursuant to

section 23 and I make no further recommendations.

Pages 706 to 709 - Handwritten notes

These pages are another set of handwritten notes for which no context has been provided. The

notes appear to be taken out of a notebook of one employee in a supervisory role. They are

disjointed and will mean very little, if anything to any reader but the note taker in this case.  



Various subsections of section 23 have been applied to block disclosure of many of the notes,

including 23(2)(a), 23(2)(h)(i), and 23(2)(d). Once again, and for the reasons set out above, I

have provided the public body with copies of these pages with the edits which I believe are

appropriate to protect the privacy of the third parties involved and I recommend these pages be

disclosed accordingly.

Page 716 - Email dated March 22, 2012

This email is about scheduling. Parts of the email about third parties and their schedules and

interests have been redacted pursuant to section 23. For the most part, I agree that section 23

prohibits the disclosure of most of the redacted parts. The only exceptions are in the last full

paragraph of the email. I would say that the following parts which have been redacted really are

not personal information and I recommend they be disclosed:

a) first line, the five words at the end of the first sentence;

b) second line up to the last three words;

c) the sentence that begins on the third line and ends on the fourth line;

Page 715 - Email dated April 10, 3012

Again, this is an email about staff scheduling. I am satisfied that the redacted portions are about

third parties and that the disclosure would be an unreasonable invasion of the privacy of those

third parties.

Pages 716 and 717 - Email dated October 13, 2012

This email chain is between the Applicant and a co-worker. The identity of a relative of the

Applicant has been redacted pursuant to section 23(2)(a). For the reasons outlined above, while

I do not believe that providing the Applicant with this information is a breach of the privacy of the

third party, there is a potential for a breach and I therefore make no further recommendations.

Page 718 - Email dated November 26, 2013

The name of a third party has been redacted from the header of this email. I am satisfied that it

has been properly redacted.



Pages 719-722 - See pages 672-675

CONCLUSIONS

My specific recommendations are outlined in the body of this report. I would encourage the

public body to share my recommendations about the process of identifying responsive records

with the Manager of the GNWT Access and Privacy Office (Department of Justice) as these

comments apply not only to NTHSSA but to all public bodies.

Elaine Keenan Bengts

Information and Privacy Commissioner

  


