






(b) failure to comply with applicable directives made by the Minister, the Minister responsible

for the Financial Administration Act, or the Financial Management Board with respect to

management of the public service or public assets for which the employee is responsible;

(c) misuse of public funds or public property;

(d) gross mismanagement of public property or resources for which the employee is responsible,

including an act or omission showing a reckless or willful disregard for the proper management

of public property or resources;

(e) harassment or verbal or physical abuse of any person other than an employee or violation of

the human or contractual rights of any person providing services to or receiving services or

information about services of any kind from a department or public body;

(f) an act or omission that creates a substantial and specific danger to the life, health or safety of

persons, to public or private property, or to the natural environment, other than a danger that is

inherent in the performance of the duties or functions of an employee;

(g) a serious breach of the Code of Values and Ethics;

(h) any act of reprisal against an employee or other person;

(i) a request, direction or encouragement by a supervisor or senior manager to an employee or

by an employee to any other person to commit a wrongdoing set out above.

The Public Service Act sets out the process that employees must follow if they wish to disclose possible 

wrongdoing. They must first make reasonable efforts to report it to appropriate authorities in the public 

service. This can include: 

• their senior manager

• their Deputy Minister or deputy head

• the Deputy Minister of Human Resources

• any other Deputy Minister who they think is appropriate

They can report the wrongdoing to any other person if they have reasonable grounds to believe that 

doing so is necessary to prevent imminent danger to the life, health or safety of a person or imminent 

danger to property or the environment. 

If, after 30 days of reporting the wrongdoing, they don't think that the authorities in the public service 

have taken reasonable steps to investigate and correct it, they may then report it to the Ethics Officer. 

At this point, the Ethics Officer will begin an investigation, usually after making some preliminary 
inquiries to confirm that the allegations, if proven, would amount to wrongdoing. Alternatively, the 

Ethics Officer may: 
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Disclosures and Investigations 

As noted above, employees must make an internal disclosure of wrongdoing before they can make a 

disclosure to the Ethics Officer. Departmental officials are required to notify me of these internal 

disclosures but I have no jurisdiction to investigate until the disclosure is made to me, after at least 30 

days have elapsed. During 2019-20, I received notification of two internal disclosures that did not 

proceed to a disclosure to the Ethics Officer. This compares with four last year, four in 2018-19, one in 

2017-18, two in 2016-17 and three in 2015-16. 

During 2019-20, I received three disclosures of wrongdoing. The following table shows the 

comparative numbers for past years, going back to 2015-16, the first year in which making a disclosure 

of wrongdoing to the Ethics Officer was available to Nunavut public servants. 

Disclosures of Wrongdoing Received by Ethics Officer 
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Section 42(1) of the Public Service Act sets out circumstances in which the Ethics Officer may decline to 

investigate a matter. I exercised this discretion in respect of two of the three disclosures that I received: 

• One disclosure related to a dispute over the employee's performance appraisal. In the absence

of malice or other unusual circumstances, negative comments in a performance appraisal that

an employee does not agree with do not constitute wrongdoing. The employee also alleged

that a manager had made a threatening gesture. However, independent witnesses denied that

such a gesture was ever made.

• The other disclosure did not demonstrate conduct that, even if proven, would constitute

wrongdoing (in this case, harassment that would be a "serious breach of the Code of Values and

Ethics"). Even if it would, the employee making the disclosure had grieved that alleged conduct
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