
 
Summary of phone conversation 

 
De-brief Dr Chyb regarding Whistleblower Committee outcomes 
 
9:30 am 26/5/10 
 
Introductions – Trevor Heldt joined the discussion as an observer and official of the organisation.     
 
Craig provided the following summary 
 

• The meeting of the Whistleblower Committee was held on Wednesday, 19th May 2010 

• The committee comprises of Deborah O’Toole, Board Member, Craig Roy, Executive Director 
and Christine O’Keefe of CMIS. 

• In preparation for the meeting the Committee confidentially sought advice from Mr Brett 
Walker, General Counsel and Leanne Currie, HR Policy Manager on the applicability of the 
Whistleblower Scheme in relation to the matters raised. 

• From reading the material there appears to be two separate but connected matters 

o The alleged misuse use of your signature on Appendix A.  
o The amount of relocation assistance offered to new appointee, which was 

inconsistent with the grant application made by you  

Dr Chyb confirmed that these were the two substantive issues.   

Craig continued to summarise the considerations of the Committee and the key elements of the 
Whistleblower scheme 

• The Whistleblower Scheme is to enable staff members to report, in the public interest, 
information that relates to a serious alleged breach of the policies and procedures of the 
Organisation and of matters which might have serious implications for the scientific, 
commercial and financial integrity of the Organisation and its operations.  

In reviewing the material provided it was the view of the Committee that whilst the matters, in 
some instances, require further investigation they are not of such a serious nature to be:   
 

• In the public interest  
• serious alleged breach of the policies and procedures of the Organisation  
• matters which might have serious implications for the scientific, commercial and 

financial integrity of the Organisation and its operations.  
 

• It was therefore decided that it would not be appropriate to investigate these matters further 
under the Whistleblower Scheme.  
 

Craig discussed each matter in turn 
 

• The amount of re-location assistance offered – it was noted by the Committee that Dr 
Lonsdale is the delegate to approve such expenditure and that he is not bound by accepting 
recommendations.  The committee formed the view that Dr Lonsdale was appropriately 
exercising those delegations based on sound knowledge of the advice that he had received.  
The Committee intends to take no further action in this regard. 

 
• The alleged misuse of your signature at appendix A.  The committee agreed that this matter 

should be appropriately investigated, and will set up a mechanism for this to occur – the 
Committee resolved that line management (through the Group Executive – Joanne Daly) 
should take carriage of any subsequent investigation of the facts and resultant actions.  In 



forming this view the Committee considered that the matter should be managed through 
normal line processes as it did not meet the full requirements of a whistleblower matter.  The 
committee was influenced by the case appearing to have the following characteristics; 
 

o It presented as an isolated incidence; 
o No one involved in the alleged occurrences appeared to personally benefit from the 

action; and, 
o The action did not appear to change the delegate’s decision. 

 
That said, the Committee viewed the allegations seriously and will ask line management to 
appropriately investigate the claims  
 

Craig asked Dr Chyb if he would like to ask and questions or provide any comment at this stage. 
 
Dr Chyb provided the following input 

 
• He did not believe that Dr Daly was the right person to conduct the investigation as she has 

been previously associated with the Division (as its leader) and she had some involvement in 
Dr Lonsdale’s appointment as Chief?  Craig advised that he and the Committee were satisfied 
with Dr Daly’s capacity to impartially investigate the allegations; 
 

• That the matters outlined in the report represent a criminal act and that they should be 
independently investigated.  Craig advised that by charging Dr Daly with line leadership for 
investigating the matters raised, that would not preclude the engagement of an independent 
investigator.  Dr Daly would be responsible for reviewing the facts available to her in the case 
and the initiating appropriate action to investigate the claims – this would be done within the 
context of CSIRO’s policies, procedures and EBA; 

 
• Dr Chyb was surprised that the matter was not being investigated by the police and believed 

that the Committee’s decision did not comply with the organisations policy.  Craig repeated 
why the Committee had formed its view and confirmed that the action being taken was 
appropriate. 
 

• That a number of other issues exist between Dr Chyb and CSIRO such as Comcare claims 
and complaints against CSIRO employees.  Craig noted that the Committee did not take 
these matters into its considerations in forming a view.  Craig did however, emphasise that Dr 
Chyb has a variety of means open to him to test and challenge decisions of others (such as 
CSIRO and Comcare) and should form his own view about any further actions that he may 
choose to take. .  
 

After some further discussion regarding the three topics above, Craig sought Dr Chyb’s approval to 
forward his whistleblower complaint to Dr Daly so that she could commence considerations regarding 
the alleged signature matter.  Dr Chyb agreed that the information could be made available to Dr Daly 
and noted that he would like any further investigation to be conducted thoroughly and quickly. 
 
Dr Chyb asked if Craig could share his notes from the meeting as a record of conversation – that was 
agreed.  
 


