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SUBMISSIONS ON THE RESPONDENTS'
VIEWS ON "REASONABLE BELIEF"

What is apparent from the above is that, the first question of Column 3 does
not ask whether the allegation containing the alleged PD was in fact true: the
first question of Column 3 asks, if the allegations were true, would it constitute

a breach of legal duty.

The second question in Column 3 is wholly different. That concerns whether
the Respondents accept that Mr Little had reasonable grounds for believing

that the alleged PD was true and revealed a breach of legal duty by the

Respondents. It is for this reason that there is no disharmony whatsoever ‘

between the answer to question 1 of Column 3 in regard to a specific alleged

PD being "Yes" and the answer to question 2 of Column 3 being "No".

As to that question of reasonable belief, it has never been the Respondenté'
view or, the submissions on their behalf, suggested on behalf of the
Respondents, that there can only be "reasonable belief" if the alleged PD
were true and/or if there was in fact a breach of duty. Itis fully accepted (and
is clear) that a Claimant could reasonably believe that his or her employer
was guilty of a breach of legal duty when, in fact, there was no such breach of
d”""?"r@”—‘ieb % pe- e [ega(»lz'n a poo (35
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Respondents' Position in regard to alleged Protected Disclosures
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