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[1]

I gave judgment in an application by the applicant for a statutory order of review of
conduct by the respondent associated with the preparation of a home assessment
report provided to the West Moreton Community Corrections Board on 1 December
2005 ([2005] QSC 347). I dismissed the application.

[2]

The second order which I made was
“Unless the applicant can persuade the court to the contrary by
written submissions within 14 days of the date on which he receives
these reasons the applicant must pay the respondent’s costs of the
application to be assessed on the standard basis.”
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[3]

The applicant has provided those reasons which, in effect, reargue the merits of the
application. Mr M Plunkett who appeared on the behalf of the respondent indicated
that he did not wish to make submissions in response. The applicant does articulate
his grievance that the Queensland Police Service charge documents (QP9s) remain
on his file for use by those considering his release and create an impermissibly
incorrect picture of his offending since the Prosecution entered a nolle prosequi
with respect to eight charges including maintaining a sexual relationship with a
child under the age of 16 years.

[4]

Although this complaint was not the subject of the application for judicial review it
now seems to be the dominant complaint. Although the application was dismissed
the applicant has ventilated those concerns and the respondent needs to be aware of
them when making decisions about the applicant.

[5]

In all the circumstances I have been persuaded that there should be no order as to
the costs of the application.

