Office of the Information Commissioner
Queensland

Decision and Reasons for Decision
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Respondent: Department of Housing and Public Works

Decision Date: 26 November 2012

Catchwords: ADMINISTRATIVE LAW - INFORMATION PRIVACY ACT -

applicant sought to amend a letter from the Department of
Housing and Public Works summarising telephone
conversation - whether information is inaccurate,
incomplete, out of date or misleading - section 72 of the
Information Privacy Act 2009 (Qld).

REASONS FOR DECISION
Summary

1. The applicant sought review of the Department of Housing and Public Works™
(Department) decision to refuse to amend, under the Information Privacy Act 2009
(QId) (IP Act), parts of a letter from the Department to the applicant dated
3 October 2001 (Letter).

2.  The Letter canvassed issues concerning the applicant’s public housing tenancy. The
applicant took issue with the phrasing of the Letter, and submitted that it was
inaccurate, incomplete and misleading in various respects. The applicant contended
that these alleged flaws meant the Letter contained misleading implications that were
unfairly harmful to him.

3.  The Department was entitled to refuse to amend the Letter because the information
was not inaccurate, incomplete, out of date or misleading, the author’s opinions and
views as expressed in the letter having been actually held and accurately recorded.

Background

4, Significant procedural steps relating to the application and external review process are
set out in the appendix to this decision.

Reviewable decision

5.  The decision under review is the Department’s decision to refuse to amend the Letter
as requested by the applicant.?

! The original amendment application was made to the Department of Communities. However, pursuant to machinery of
government arrangements during the course of the external review, the Department of Communities’ Housing Services function
was transferred to the Department of Housing and Public Works.

% In his application for external review, the applicant also sought review of the Department's decision to amend part of the Letter
by way of notation. By letter dated 9 May 2012, OIC explained that the definition of a ‘reviewable decision’ in schedule 5 of the
IP Act only includes decisions to refuse amendment under section 72, not decisions as to the form of a particular amendment.

The applicant indicated his acceptance of this explanation by letter dated 5 June 2012.
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Evidence considered

6. The evidence, submissions, legislation and other material | have considered in
reaching my decision are as disclosed in these reasons (including footnotes and
appendix).

Requested amendments

7.  The applicant relevantly sought six amendments to the Letter. | have discussed each
request below.

Relevant law

8. Under the IP Act an individual has a right® to apply for amendment of documents of the
agency containing the individual's personal information® where the following
requirements are satisfied:

a) the applicant has previously obtained access to the document said to contain the
applicant’s personal information;

b) the information which the applicant seeks to amend is the applicant’s personal
information; and

c) the personal information is inaccurate, incomplete, out of-date or misleading.”

9. The Department carries the ultimate legal onus to justify its decision.® However, in an
external review of a decision to refuse to amend information:

[a] practical or evidentiary onus shifts to [an applicant] to provide evidence to support
...[their] entitlement to relief under [the IP Act] on the basis that the documents in issue
contain information that is inaccurate, incomplete, out-of-date or misleading.”

10. Importantly, satisfaction of the three requirements set out in paragraph 8 does not itself
entitle an applicant to amendment. An agency may still refuse to amend a relevant
document. This is due to the opening words of section 72(1) of the IP Act, which
provide:

72  Grounds on which amendment may be refused

Q) Without limiting the grounds on which the agency or Minister

may refuse to amend the document, the agency or Minister

may refuse to amend the document because—
(@) the agency or Minister is not satisfied—
0] the personal information is inaccurate, incomplete,
out of date or misleading; or

(i) the information sought to be amended is personal

® See sections 41 and 44 of the IP Act.

* ‘Personal information’ is defined in section 12 of the IP Act.

® See sections 41 and 44(1) of the IP Act.

® Section 100 of the IP Act.

" Doelle and Legal Aid Office (QId) (1993) 1 QAR 207 at paragraph 18 where the Information Commissioner considered the
issue of onus in an equivalent context under the now-repealed Freedom of Information Act 1992 (QIld). See also section
44(4)(e) of the IP Act, which requires an applicant to state both the way in which the applicant claims the information to be
inaccurate, etc. and the grounds for the applicant’'s claim, and sections 44(f) and (g), which require the applicant to state

amendments claimed to be necessary or information necessary to complete or update a relevant document.
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information of the applicant; or
(iii)  if the application is purportedly made by an
agent—that the agent is suitably authorised to

make the amendment application.
(b) ...
(My emphasis)

11. Section 72 of the IP Act thus confers on a decision-maker discretion whether to grant
or refuse an amendment application. While it sets out specific grounds on which
amendment may be refused, the decision-maker is not limited solely to those grounds.

12. Consequently, even where an applicant has satisfied each of the requirements noted
above, an agency still retains the discretion to refuse to amend a relevant document.

Findings

13. There is no dispute that the applicant has previously obtained access to the Letter, or
that it contains his personal information,® (dealing as it does with his public housing
tenancy). | find that each of these requirements is satisfied. The applicant was
therefore entitled to apply to have the information amended under the IP Act.

14. The issues to be determined then are:

o whether the applicant has demonstrated that the information is inaccurate,
incomplete, out of date or misleading; and, if so

o whether, under section 72(1), amendment of the information may still be refused.
General principles
15.  Amendment provisions such as those found in the IP Act are aimed at:

... ensuring that personal information concerning an applicant and read by third persons,
does not unfairly harm the applicant or misrepresent personal facts about the applicant.
It is concerned that the third persons reading the personal information do not get the
wrong impression ...°

16. The provisions are, however, limited in their scope and effect, and there are a number
of considerations a decision-maker may appropriately take into account in determining
whether or not to exercise the discretion to amend a particular document.

17. The Information Commissioner has previously recognised, for example, that ‘the
following criteria may “usefully be borne in mind ... when considering whether the
discretion should be exercised ...":*°

(a)the character of the record, in particular whether it purports to be an objective
recording of purely factual material or whether it merely purports to be the record of an
opinion/report of one person;

(b) whether the record serves a continuing purpose;

® Personal information is defined in section 12 of the IP Act as ‘information or an opinion, including information or an opinion
forming part of a database, whether true or not, and whether recorded in a material form or not, about an individual whose
identity is apparent, or can be reasonably ascertained, from the information or opinion’.

° Buhagiar and Victoria Police (1989) 2 VAR 530, per Jones J.

1 As noted in, for example, Shaw and Medical Board of Queensland (Unreported, Queensland Information Commissioner, 3
July 2008) (Shaw), at paragraph 41, quoting with approval the decision of Deputy President Todd of the Administrative Appeals
Tribunal in Cox and Department of Defence (Cox) (1990) 20 ALD 499 at 502-503.

RTIDEC



Office of the Information Commissioner (Qld) — 311033 - Page 4 of 11

(c) whether retention of the record in unamended form may serve a historic purpose;
(d) whether the record is dated;

(e) whether amendment is being sought as a de facto means of reviewing another
administrative decision;

(f) the extent to which access to the record is restricted,;
(g) whether creation of the record or any of its contents was induced by malice.

(h) whether the record is part of a group of records and, if so, whether the other records
modify the impact of the record in dispute.

18. Additionally, in considering whether to exercise the discretion to refuse to amend
information, a decision-maker may take into account the fact that it is not the purpose
of the amendment provisions to:

re-write history,™* as this destroys the integrity of the record-keeping process;

determine disputed questions of opinion (including expert opinion), when that
opinion was actually held and accurately entered in the official record;?

re-write a document in words other than the author’s;™
review the merits or validity of official action;**

correct any perceived deficiencies in the work undertaken by agencies or re-
investigating matters.*®

19. In this case, the observations of Deputy President Todd of the Administrative Appeals
Tribunal in Cox'® as to the nature of the amendment exercise are also useful. In that
case, the Deputy President noted that what is amended under amendment provisions:

...Is_not_information but a record of information. Thus incorrect information can be
recorded correctly. The record ought not be amended simply because, qua record, the

information that it correctly records is incorrect information. Mr Coppel offered the

example of an officially prepared criminal record recording a conviction which should
never have occurred. It remained an accurate record of convictions. If however a
conviction ought never have occurred but had nevertheless done so and been recorded,
it would not be for the agency or the Tribunal to remove that conviction from the record.
By parity of reasoning, it was not for an agency or the Tribunal to cure what was
considered to have been an incorrectly formed opinion.*’

(My underlining).

20. With these principles in mind, | will now consider the applicant’s specific amendment
requests.

Requested amendment (a)

21. The Letter appears to have been written by the authoring officer following a telephone
conversation between the officer and the applicant. The Letter seeks to confirm the

' DenHollander and Department of Defence [2002] AATA 866 at paragraph 96.

2 Crewdson v Central Sydney AHS [2002] NSWCA 345 at paragraph 34.

¥ Re Traynor and Melbourne & Metropolitan Board of Works (1987) 2 VAR 186, 190. In this decision of the Administrative
Appeals Tribunal (Vic), Member Galvin considered the requirements of section 39 of the Freedom of Information Act 1982 (Cth),
which at that time was substantially similar to section 53 of the FOI Act.

' Crewdson v Central Sydney Area Health Service [2002] NSWCA 345 at paragraph 24.

'® Shaw, at paragraph 57.

1% see note 10.

7 Cox and Department of Defence (Cox) (1990) 20 ALD 499 at 503.
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substance of that conversation as understood by the author, in concise and summary
terms.

22. The opening paragraph of the Letter states the author’s intention ‘to confirm the
agreement made by telephone earlier today’.

23. The applicant submits'® the reference to an ‘agreement’ is inaccurate. He asserts that
there was no agreement between himself and the Department and accordingly, the
words ‘the agreement made by telephone’ should be replaced with ‘our telephone
conversation’.’® The applicant contends® the use of the term ‘agreement’ implies he
breached an agreement, which is unfairly harmful to him.

24. 1do not accept the applicant’'s submission.

25. A review of the Letter clearly indicates the author was of the opinion an agreement or
understanding had been reached during her conversation with the applicant. The fact
the applicant does not agree with the author’s opinion in this regard does not, of itself,
establish inaccuracy.

26. To enliven the right to have the requested amendment considered, it must be
demonstrated, on the balance of probabilities, that not only was there no agreement,
but that the author had not believed there to be same: that is, that she had not ‘actually
held and accurately entered into official records’ the recorded view as to their
agreement.?

27. There is no objective evidence before me to suggest that this was the case.

28. | note also that there is nothing either on the face of the letter or otherwise to support
an interpretation implying the applicant breached any ‘agreement’: the author was
clearly referring to an ‘agreement’ made during her conversation with the applicant,
which could not logically have been breached at the time she wrote the letter, given
both events transpired on the same day. There is no basis to infer the implication
asserted by the applicant, and, consequently, no possibility of an independent observer
obtaining a ‘wrong impression’ of the kind the applicant apprehends.

29. | am not satisfied that the relevant paragraph is inaccurate, incomplete, out of date or
misleading. Accordingly, the discretion to consider whether to refuse to amend is not
enlivened, and | am not required to consider the requested amendment any further.??

Requested amendment (d)

30. The applicant submits that the second paragraph of the Letter is incomplete, as it does
not set out the reasons the applicant contends the Department did not proceed with its
tribunal action against him, ie, that complainants refused to testify. The second
paragraph of the Letter reads:

On 24 September 2001 the application to the Small claims tribunal (sic) to terminate your
tenancy was withdrawn. The application was actioned after complaints from neighbours
had been received that you were running a music school from your public housing
residence.

'8 The applicant lodged extensive submissions in support of his case for amendment — including by way of his application for
external review and during the course of the review proper — to which supporting documents were variously annexed. | have
considered all of this information in making my decision, with relevant segments excerpted throughout these reasons as
ertinent to specific issues.

® Amendment application dated 25 January 2012.

* External review application dated 25 April 2012,

% |n this regard, it would not even be sufficient for the applicant to demonstrate mere mistake on the author's part: as noted
above, incorrect information can be recorded correctly, without giving rise to amendable error.

2 which, in any event, | would refuse, for the reasons given at paragraphs 46-52.
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The applicant claims the absence of the reasons for the adjournment®® of the
Department’'s application ‘leaves the letter inaccurate, incomplete and misleading’,
which given the ‘tone and wording of the letter implies...[his] guilt’,** and ‘unfairly
harms'® him. The applicant requests the letter be amended by inserting, at the end of
the second paragraph, the sentence:*®

However the complainants have now declined to testify so the Department is not
proceeding with the court action.

I do not accept the applicant’s submissions. The purpose of the amendment provisions
in the IP Act is not to satisfy an applicant’s subjective apprehensions, but, as noted in
paragraph 15 above, to ensure third parties reading the record do not form a ‘wrong
impression’. The only impression reasonably open on reading the relevant paragraph
is that the tribunal proceedings against the applicant were essentially discontinued.
This is a statement of fact that | do not understand the applicant to be contesting.

That the Letter does not go on to record the underlying reasoning behind this
discontinuance does not of itself render that statement incomplete. The fact a particular
document does not contain everything it possibly might concerning relevant issues as
they involve the individual seeking amendment is not of itself a basis for finding
relevant information is incomplete.

The key question is whether what information the document does contain is, objectively
assessed, inaccurate, incomplete or misleading: again, whether the document is
capable of leading a third party observer into a wrong impression. The relevant
paragraph is, in my view, a concise, complete and, objectively assessed, accurate®’
statement of fact.

I am not persuaded the relevant paragraph is inaccurate, incomplete, out of date or
misleading. Accordingly, the discretion to consider whether to refuse to amend is not
enlivened, and | am not required to consider the requested amendment (d) any further.

Requested amendments (e) and (f)
The third paragraph of the Letter states:

Today in our conversation you have assured me that at no time in the future will you
conduct a business from your premises and endeavour to considerate to (sic) the peace
and privacy needs of your neighbours.

The applicant submits that during his telephone conversation with the Departmental
officer he denied the allegation he conducted a business, relevantly submitting that he
had advised her he ‘had not held guitar lessons on...[his] premises, in compliance with

the earlier breach letter dated 28 May 2001'?® and ‘firmly denied the allegation’.?

The applicant contends that ‘selectively quoting my future assurance without quoting
my denial of the allegations’ creates a ‘misleading impression’,*® and that accordingly,
the Letter:

% The relevant paragraph refers to the Department's application having been ‘withdrawn' — strictly speaking, it was not
‘withdrawn’ but apparently adjourned indefinitely at the request of the Department, and the Department has amended the Letter
by way of a notation to this effect.

2% External review application dated 25 April 2012.

% Submissions dated 4 July 2012.

* Amendment application dated 25 January 2012.

" Taking into account the inaccurate use of the word ‘withdrawn’, which has been addressed by the Department's decision to

lace a notation on the document explaining proceedings were in fact adjourned: see note 23.

® External review application dated 25 April 2012.

* External review application dated 25 April 2012,

% submissions dated 4 July 2012.
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implies that | had held lessons on the premises, and that the department ceased action to
evict me because of an assurance made. Those implications are dishonest, inaccurate,
misleading and unfair.**

The applicant therefore essentially seeks to have the third paragraph deleted,* and
replaced with the following:

I note that you deny the allegation.

Today in our conversation you informed me that you had not conducted guitar lessons on
the premises and that you had no intention to do so in the future.

As noted above at paragraphs 33-34, the fact a particular document does not record
everything it possibly might concerning a particular individual does not of itself render
the document inaccurate, incomplete or misleading. The question is whether what
information the document does contain is, objectively assessed, inaccurate, incomplete
or misleading; essentially, whether the document is capable of leading a third party
observer into wrong impression.

No wrong impression arises in this case. The Letter records statements of fact,
relevantly, that:

¢ complaints were made against the applicant,
¢ the Department initiated relevant proceedings, and

¢ those proceedings were subsequently discontinued.

The Letter also records the author’s understanding that the applicant had assured her
he would not conduct business operations from his premises in the future.

The applicant does not, as | understand, in any way dispute the veracity of those
central facts.

Nor, as | understand his submissions, does he contest that he gave the assurance,®
and | can identify no probative evidence suggesting the author did not believe all of this
to be correct. That the Letter does not also record denials the applicant asserts he
made during the relevant conversation does not of itself render what is contained in the
letter inaccurate or incomplete.

To sustain a finding that the Letter, absent the asserted denials, is misleading would, in
the circumstances, essentially require me to be satisfied the Letter clearly implied the
applicant had been conducting the teaching activities of which he was accused (and
which are not actually mentioned in the Letter). Objectively assessed, | do not consider
it does. When read in context, the relevant statement appears to me to reflect the
author's impression she and the applicant had essentially reached a mutual
understanding that the applicant’s present and future conduct was and would continue
to be appropriate.

In any event, even if the applicant could demonstrate the information was inaccurate,
incomplete or misleading, this would, as noted, merely enliven my discretion to
consider the applicant’'s requested amendments. There are, in this case, two
considerations that would justify an exercise of the discretion contained in section 72 of
the IP Act to nevertheless refuse to amend the Letter in the terms as sought by the
applicant.

® External review application dated 25 April 2012.

¥ Amendment request (e) seeks insertion of text at the beginning of this third paragraph. Amendment request (f), however,
oes on to request deletion of the paragraph in its entirety: amendment application dated 25 January 2012.

® Which his submissions as extracted in paragraph 38 appear to acknowledge was given.
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Firstly, in assessing whether to make or refuse amendment requests of this kind, it is
legitimate for a decision-maker to consider the context in which the particular document
appears, including, for example, ‘whether the record is part of a group of records and, if

so, whether the other records modify the impact of the record in dispute’.®

In this case, the Letter forms part of a much larger body of correspondence between
the Department and the applicant concerning his tenancy, including letters from the
applicant to the Department clarifying the details of the tenancy dispute and containing
his specific denials.*® The Letter merely comprises a summary account of a specific
telephone conversation, from one participant’s perspective — a ‘snapshot’ of particular
aspects of the applicant’s tenancy issues at a given point in time.

As | have noted above, | do not consider that that snapshot is, even when read in
isolation, inaccurate, incomplete, out of date or misleading, but certainly not when read
in conjunction with surrounding documents.

Secondly, and perhaps more significantly, it is not the purpose of the amendment
provisions to permit the ‘re-writing of history’, particularly where to do so would violate
the integrity of the original record. Yet this is precisely what would occur were the
amendments requested by the applicant to be made.

To replace words actually used by the authoring officer with the text sought by the
applicant would result in a contrived document containing invented contents,
essentially putting words into the mouth of the author in a manner that would distort the
official historical record. This alone would, in my view, justify an exercise of the
discretion to refuse to amend the Letter in terms as requested by the applicant.

I am not satisfied that the relevant paragraph is inaccurate, incomplete, out of date or
misleading. Accordingly, the discretion to consider whether to refuse to amend is not
enlivened, and | am not required to consider requested amendments (e) and (f), which,
in any event, | would consider may be refused.®

Requested amendment (g)

The applicant contends®’ that the following paragraph of the Letter implies he breached
the tenancy agreement:

| have agreed that the department wishes you to sustain your tenancy providing you
agree to abide by the residential tenancy agreement signed at the commencement of the
tenancy.

The applicant seeks to have this paragraph replaced with the following:

I confirm that your tenancy will continue under the same terms and conditions as those in
the residential tenancy agreement you signed at the commencement of the tenancy.

There is nothing in the material | have considered to support a finding that the relevant
paragraph is inaccurate, incomplete, out of date or misleading.

% Cox, at page 502, as set out in full in paragraph 17 of these reasons.

% For example, the applicant’s letter to the Department dated 10 October 2001, a copy of which was annexed to the applicant's
amendment application.

% | note that there may arise cases where a decision-maker is satisfied that an applicant has demonstrated information is
inaccurate etc., however considers the applicant's requested amendment is of a nature that justifies exercise the discretion to
refuse to amend — for example, on the basis to do so would violate the integrity of the original text. In these cases it would
appear open, under section 74 of the RTI Act, for a decision-maker to consider correcting the record by way of an alternative
amendment, such as addition of an appropriate notation. Indeed, the Department adopted such an approach in making the
notations canvassed in note 23 in this case. Given, however, that | do not consider the relevant information is inaccurate,
incomplete, out of date or misleading, this is not an issue | am required to consider further in this review.

7 Amendment application dated 25 January 2012.
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Indeed, given the paragraph is a unilateral statement of assurance reflecting the state
of mind of a person other than the applicant, for inaccuracy etc. to be demonstrated
would essentially require evidence establishing the author had never given the relevant
assurance, nor understood herself to have done so — or, perhaps alternatively, that she
had made an entirely contradictory statement to the applicant at or about the date the
letter was written.

| can identify no evidence to this effect.

Further, | am not satisfied the relevant paragraph gives rise to an implication of the kind
argued by the applicant. Objectively construed, it simply affirms that the Department
would maintain the applicant’'s tenancy provided he abided by relevant lease
conditions. The statement is in my view nothing more than a general reminder of
tenancy obligations and does not of itself imply the applicant had breached the tenancy
agreement.

In any event, even if the applicant had demonstrated inaccuracy etc., | would be
inclined to refuse to amend the relevant information for the same reasons as explained
at paragraphs 46-52. Amending a piece of official correspondence written, sent and
received many years ago so as to reframe it in accordance with the applicant’s
subjective perceptions and preferences, would, in my view, violate the integrity of the
original record and result in the creation of an artificial document divorced from that
actual record.

| am not satisfied that the relevant paragraph is inaccurate, incomplete, out of date or
misleading. Accordingly, the discretion to consider whether to refuse to amend is not
enlivened, and | am not required to consider requested amendment (g), which, in any
event, | would consider may be refused.

Requested amendment (h)

The applicant submits the Letter is incomplete and misleading because the
Department’s previous request for the applicant to arrange a meeting with the author
was not recorded and the letter only states that a meeting is not necessary.

I do not consider that the author’s understanding as expressed in the Letter, nor her
statement that a meeting was not required, is inaccurate, incomplete or misleading.
The fact the applicant may prefer that the Letter had been written differently or with
fuller reference to the history of dealings between the parties does not render the
actual statement that the Department required no meeting, nor the letter generally,
inaccurate or incomplete.

That a routine letter of this kind, forming a single instance in a continuum of
communications between relevant parties, does not recite the full history of dealings
between parties does not of itself render the document inaccurate, incomplete or
misleading.

Additionally, as noted in paragraph 48 above, the letter forms part of a larger body of
correspondence, including the Departmental letter originally proposing a meeting (a
copy of which the applicant has), reference to which readily provides the complete
picture of dealings between the parties. In these circumstances, even if | had been
satisfied this section of the letter was inaccurate, incomplete or misleading, | do not
consider amendment as requested — that is, by way of insertion of words purporting to
represent the original author — would be appropriate.

| am not satisfied that the Letter is inaccurate, incomplete, out of date or misleading in
the manner as asserted by the applicant. Accordingly, the discretion to consider

RTIDEC



Office of the Information Commissioner (QIld) — 311033 - Page 10 of 11

whether to refuse to amend is not enlivened, and | am not required to consider
requested amendment (h), which, in any event, | would consider may be refused.

Conclusion

66.

| consider that the Letter accurately reflects relevant facts as understood, and opinions
as genuinely held, by its author at the time of creation. | am not satisfied that it can be
said to ‘misrepresent personal facts’ about the applicant nor convey the wrong
impression as the applicant alleges.

67. 1do not consider the Letter to be inaccurate, incomplete out-of-date or misleading, and,
in any event, | consider the Department would nevertheless be justified in refusing the
requested amendments in the particular circumstances of this case.

DECISION

68. For the reasons set out above, | affirm the Department’s decision to refuse to amend
the letter on the basis that the information is not inaccurate, incomplete, out of date or
misleading under section 72(1)(a)(i) of the IP Act.

69. | have made this decision as a delegate of the Acting Information Commissioner, under

section 139 of the Information Privacy Act 2009 (QId).

Suzette Jefferies
Assistant Information Commissioner

Date:

26 November 2012
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Significant procedural steps

Date

Event

25 January 2012

The applicant applied to the Department of Communities to amend his
personal information appearing in a letter addressed to the applicant
dated 3 October 2001 (Letter).

9 March 2012

The Department of Communities issued a notice of a deemed decision
to the applicant.

22 March 2012

Office of the Information Commissioner (OIC) granted the Department of
Communities further time to deal with the amendment application.

28 March 2012

The Department of Communities decided to:

¢ amend, by way of notation, two parts of the letter; and

o refuse to amend six parts of the letter on the basis that the
information was not inaccurate, incomplete, out of date or
misleading.

30 April 2012

The applicant applied to OIC for external review of the Department of
Communities’ decision.

3 May 2012

The Department of Communities advised OIC that, pursuant to
machinery of government arrangements, the Department of Housing
and Public Works (Department) was now the responsible agency for
the amendment application.

9 May 2012

OIC informed the applicant that his amendment application had been
accepted for external review and the Department was the relevant
agency. OIC also confirmed the Department's decision to add a
notation to two parts of the document in issue was not a ‘reviewable
decision’ and the Information Commissioner has no jurisdiction to review
that part of the Department’s decision.

24 May 2012

OIC requested additional information from the Department.

28 May 2012

The Department provided OIC with additional relevant documents.

12 June 2012

OIC received submissions from the applicant.

15 June 2012

OIC conveyed a preliminary view to the applicant and invited him to
provide submissions supporting his case by 6 July 2012 if he did not
accept the preliminary view.

6 July 2012

OIC received submissions from the applicant.
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