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Introduction 

[l] The parties to this proceeding are both banisters and solicitors of this Coui-t. 

Unfortunately neither of them have conducted themselves in the way oflicers of this 

Court should behave. Their conesponde~lce and dealings with each other have been, 

to say the least, discourteous. Relations between them have broken down to the 

extent the plaintillnow seeks injunctive relief against the defendant. 

Background 

[2] In early May 2010 Messrs Zhao and Ram, members of chambers headed by 

the plaintiff, instituted proceedings (the Marr proceedings) against the defendant, a 

conveyancing practitioner, alleging negligence in a conveyailcii~g transaction on 

which he had acted for Mr and MS Marr. 

[3] The defendant took exception to the issue of proceedings against him. On 5 

May he wrote to Messrs Zhao and Ram and their instructing solicitors stating inter 

alia that: 

I am giving you the oppolhloity to have withdrawn i~nniediatelp the actio~i 
against me, failing urliich I will: 

(a) file a strike-out action; 

(b) file a complaint with the New Zealand Law Society on tlie ground 
that you are not competent to ondel-take this litigation for the clients; 

(c) on tlie striking-out, seek full costs against you (rather than tlie 
clients); 

(d) file defaniatory actioli and at1 action in tort agaii~st you on tlie 
grounds that as tlie client's coul~sels you ought to be aware such 
frivolous action against me will cause a loss of my good reputation 
and name. 

[4] The defendant's letter, particularly the above passage, was unwise and 

inappropriate. In his affidavit in these proceedings he accepts that he should not 

have demanded the proceedings against him he withdrawn. He says that he let his 

emotions get the better of him. 



[5] The plaintiff took it upon himself to respond to the letter as head of 

chatnbers. He responded in a direct and sotnewhat confrontational manner. He 

suggested, amongst other things, that Mr Hong was well outside his depth and 

unwise to have written such a letter. 

[6] The plaintiff also referred the matter to the New Zealand Law Society 

(NZLS) as a complaint on the basis that the defendant had treated fellow 

practitioners in a disrespectful manner and had threatened and improperly sought to 

coerce thein into abandoning legal processes. 

[7] The defendant, again unwisely, exacerbated the mattcr by then writing to Mr 

Baker, the instructing solicitor, suggesting inter alia that the solicitor might be 

personally liable for the negligence of the instructed counsel. He also wrote in some 

detail to the NZLS in response to the plaintiffs conlplaint against him and lodged a 

cross-complaint against the plaintiff. 

[g] Mr Baker sought to calin the situation by responsibly suggesting the parties 

consider their position, apologise to each other and also to the NZLS and withdraw 

their illutual complaints. 

[9] Unfortunatelj7 the parties did not take up Mr Baker's sensible suggestion. 

The situation instead worsened. The defendant presented a further discursive cross- 

complaint to the NZLS against the plaintiff and the plaintiff in turn left an 

inappropriate and unprofessional message on Mr Hong's ansxver phone on 9 June 

stating inter alia: 

I am just letting you kuow I am going to sue you now. 

I am going to file pmceediugs against you and they are going to be serious 
proceedings. 

You have crossed the line way too far and you know onfo~ti~~lately you are 
just another Kiwi lawyer and I am going to show you ho\v I deal wit11 you. ... 

Your colnplail~t I have no doubt will be defa~nato~y and I all1 going to sue 
you in defainatiot~ and i just wou a defa~natioli judgment against another 
Ki~vi .. eh .. Chinese ... ell ... wannabe lawyer ... eh ... and effectively I will send 
you a copy of that judgment Mr. Hong. 



You sho~rld know very seriously that I have gone to \var with Bell Gully, 
Russell McVeagh, ivith Judges of New Zealaod, I all1 really not afiaid of any 
of you, I call take all of you on, because fiailkly ........ eh ............ you are not 
competent lawyers, as a group .. eh ...., so anyway feel free to make ally 
complaint you want, but, first .. eh ... know that there \will  be retaliatio~~ for 
\\!hat you do, I am not going to sit idly by and let you do what you have been 
doing, there will be consequences and you will be soriy for what you done in 
the end and 1 am leaving you this personal word on purpose, which you can 
send Law Society 'cos I told them how corrupt they are too.. 

[l01 1 interpolate here that Mr Deliu suggested if the Coui-t was to make adverse 

comments about him he should be given the opportunity to be heard. However he 

accepted that he had made the telephone call to the defendant as transcribed by the 

defendant. The comments that Mr Deliu made in that telephone call and his 

intemperate colnlnents in the correspondence before the Court speak for themselves. 

[ l  l] If possible, the correspondence between the parties then degenerated even 

further, with more complaints and counter complaints to the Law Society. Matters 

descended to the stage where the parties suggested in correspondence they held 

concerns as to each other's niental state. The plaintiff also lodged a complaint with 

the police alleging that the defendant was guilty of blackmail. 

[l21 On 16 September the National Standards Committee of the NZLS considered 

the plaintiffs complaints and the defendant's counter complaints. It resolved to take 

no further action on either set of complaints. 

[l31 The NZLS did, subsequently, offer the parties mediation. The plaintiff 

declined to accept that offer and has chosen instead to pursue these proceedings. He 

has apparently also taken separate proceedings against the NZLS complaining at the 

way it dealt with the comnpIaints. He accuses the NZLS of dereliction of statutory 

duty and corruption. 

The undertaking 

[l41 On receipt of these proceedings the defendant instructed counsel. That led to 

him filing an undertaking with the Court to confirm that, pending further order of the 



Court, he will not publish in any form any allegation that the plaintiff has engaged in 

criminal or unethical conduct or as to improper and personal emichment save: 

a) in the context of correspondence with and or subtnissions in evidence 

presented to the NZLS in relation to the complaints and cross- 

coiiplaints; 

b) in these proceedings for the purpose of defending the proceedings 

andlor any counterclaiin or application for relief; 

c) in the District Court proceedings issued against him for the sole 

purpose of seeking relief (in particular, seeking an award of increased 

costs or an award of costs against counsel) in those proceedings. 

[l51 The defendant has also undertaken not to correspond with anyone at the 

plaintiffs chambers, or his instructing solicitors regarding his allegations save as is 

reasonably necessary for the purposes specified above or to respond to such 

allegations that the plaintiff might publish to third parties regarding him. 

The plaintiff's case 

[l61 The plaintiff does not accept the undertaking as sufficient. He still seeks an 

interim injunction. He submits there is a seriously arguable question to be tried and 

that the balance of convenience supports the grant of an injunction. During 

submissions the plaintiff amended the terms of the injunction sought to enjoin the 

defendant from publishing, in any form, any information alleging the plaintiff has 

colnmitted any of the acts particularised or any other allegations of crilninal or 

unethical conduct or as to improper personal enrichme~~t. In addition, pending 

further order of the Court the plaintiff seeks an order the defendant be enjoined from 

saying the plaintiff is participating in any of the conduct particularised in the 

submissions. 

[l71 Mr Deliu submitted that to address the issue of any genuine coinplaint the 

defendant may have against him (although denying there could be any such 



complaint) the defendant could have leave to apply to the Coul-t to satisfy the Court 

the colnplaint was genuine, a process akin to that applicable to a vexatious litigant. 

The defendant's case 

[l81 The defendant's position is that the injunction should be declined. He says 

he has substantive defences to the claims brought against him and, that, in any event, 

the injunctive order sought is unnecessary, given the undertaking provided. The 

defendant also says that when regard is had to the balance of convenience and the 

actions of the plaintiff himself, injunctive relief ought to be declined. 

Decision 

[l91 The plaintiff pleads a number of actions against the defendant: abuse of 

process, lnalicious prosecution, intentional infliction of enlotional distress and 

defan~ation/it~jurious falsehood. All causes of action are based on the defendant's 

actions in writing to the NZLS and the conlments he has made in his 

conu~~unications with the NZLS and others. 

[20] The tests for an injunction are well settled: Klissers Fur~nhozrse Bakeries Ltcl 

11 H m ~ e s t  Bakeries Ltdl and Anlerican Cynnnmid CO Ltd v Ethicon Ltd.' The object 

of an interlocutory injunction is to protect the plaintiff against injuly by violation of 

his rights for which he could not be adequately compensated in datnages recoverable 

in the action. If damages are an adequate remedy and the defendant would be in a 

financial position to pay them no injunction should be granted. If the Court is 

satisfied there is a serious question to be tried and there is doubt as to the adequacy 

of damages as a remedy, the Court must consider whether the balance of 

convenience lies in favour of granting or refusing the injunctive relief sought. 

' Klissers Fc~rii~ho~rse Bakeries Ltd v Harvest Bokeries Lfd [l9851 2 N Z L R  129. 
2 Aii~ericrri~ C)~arimirid CO Ltd 1, Ethic011 Ltd [l9751 AC 396. 



[21] However, where a plaintiff seeks an interim injunction to restrain potentially 

defamatory material the threshold is higher: Azrcklur~d ilren fIeulth Bonrd 11 

Television iVelo ~ e n l n r ~ d  ~ i n l i t e d ; ~  TJ'3 ATehf1or.k Sel.vices Lld v  hey.^ 

[22] So while the Court has jurisdiction to restrain the publication of defamatory 

material the jurisdiction will be exercisable only for clear and compelling reasons. If 

it is intended to justify the allegedly defamatory matters the circumstances will need 

to be exceptional to warrant an injunction rather than leaving the complainant ~vit11 

their remedy in damages. The same principle also applies in the case of successive 

defamations: TV3 Nel~vork Services Ltd v ~uhej).' 

Defn,i~ntionhi~alicioz~s fulsehood 

[23] To support the claim for defan~atiodnlalicious falsehood the plaintiff refers 

to and relies on comments the defendant made in letters of 23 May (to NZLS), 10 

and 17 June (to NZLS), 15 and 20 September (to NZLS).. The letters to the NZLS 

were copied to the plaintiff, his junior barristers and instructing solicitors (and on 

occasion the defendant's counsel). The other documents of 10 June and 15 

Septetnber were filed with the District Court and were similarly copied. 

[24] The gist of the defa~natory meanings attributed to the plaintiff are set out in 

the schedule hereto. For present purposes I accept that some, if not all the statements 

could be defamatory of the plaintiff. 

[25] However, that is not an end of the matter. Insofar as the communications 

were communications with the NZLS either in response to a complaint the plaintiff 

had made against him or were a cross-complaint by the defendant against the 

plaintiff the allegations are subject to absolute privilege: s 14 Defamation Act 1992: 

Teletrrs Consz/ltnnts Ltd v ~ ~ i l l i n r n s . ~  

A~rckloiidAren Henltli Bonrdv Televisio,i iVe,v ZenlmidLi~r~ited [l9921 3 NZLR 406 
4 T1'3 Ne111,ork Sen'ices Ltd v Fnhey 119991 2 NZLR 129. 

At 133. 
6 Teletns Consirltm~ts Ztd o Ti7illio~iis [ l  9891 1 NZLR 698. 



[26] Similarly, to the extent the communications are contained in documents filed 

with the District Court, and served on the counsel or solicitor on record, they are 

privileged: S 14. 

[27] However, it may be arguable the protection afforded to the privileged 

conllnunications with the NZLS does not extend to the copying of tbe allegations to 

third parties such as the junior counsel or the instructing solicitor in the Court 

proceedings. 

[28] It is not necessary to resolve that issue on this application as the defendant 

also wishes to raise the defences of honest opinion and truth. In 1\4cS11~eeney 11 

Berry~iian7 Barker J held that the principle established in Bonnrlrd 1) ~ e r 7 ~ ) / n a 1 1 ~  

applied in New Zealand, namely that:9 

"Until it is clear that an alleged libel is untrue, it is not clear that any right at 
all has been infringed; and the i~npo~tance of leaving free speech unfettered 
is a strong reason in cases of libel for dealing nlost cautiously and warily 
with the granting of interin1 i~ijonctions. We entirely approve of, and desire 
to adopt as our own, the language of Lord Eslier MR in Cozrlso17 11 CoziIson 3 
TLR 846 - 'To justify the Court in granting an interim injunction it nlust 
coii~e to a decision upon tlie question of libel or no libel, before the jury have 
decided whether it was a libel or not. Therefore the jurisdiction was of a 
delicate nature. It ought only to be exercised in the clearest cases, where any 
j u ~ y  \\~ould say that the matter complained of was libellous, and where, if the 
j u ~ y  did not so find, the Court would set aside the verdict as unreasonable'. 
In tlie particular case before us, indeed, the libellous character of the 
publication is beyond dispute but tlie effect of it upon the Defendant can be 
finally disposed of only by a jury, and we ca~ulot feel sure that tlie defence of 
justification is one which, on the facts which may be before them, the jury 
may find to be wholly unfounded; nor call we tell what tnay be the damages 
recoverable. ... Upon the whole we think, with great deference to Mr Justice 
No~ili, that it is wiser in this case, as it generally and in all but exceptional 
cases nli~st be, to abstain from i~iterference until the trial and determination 
of the plea ofjustification." 

[29] Further, in Neis Zealand Mortgage Guarantee Co Ltd 11 ~l~ellington 

Ne1i~spcqei.s ~ t d "  a full Court of the Court of Appeal accepted the statetnent by 

Oliver J in Besrobell Paints Ltd v Biggl' that: 

7 iCfcSlr~eer7e)~ v Berryr~im~ [I9801 2 NZLR 168. 
8 B011r1ol.d~ P ~ ~ ~ J ' I I I ~ ~ I I  [l8911 2 Ch 269. 

At283-285. 
10 A'ew Zealallorid Mortgage Gzmrcrntee Co Lfd v lI'eiii11gtor7 Neir~spapers Ltd [l9891 1 NZLR 4 

(CA). 
I I Bestobeli Paints Ltd v Bigg [l9751 FSR 421 at 492-430 



no interlocutory i~ijunction will be granted in defamation proceedings, where 
the defendant a~~nounces his intention of justifying, to restrain him fro111 
publishing the alleged defa~natory statement until its truth 01. untruth has 
been determined at the tt.ial, except in cases where the statement is obviously 
untruthfi~l aud libellous 

was not affected by Anlerican Cyanamid. 

[30] Mr Patterson submits the defendant's instructions are that the statements 

alleged to be defamatory were either statements of opinion or, to the extent that they 

could be objectively interpreted as statements of fact, the defendant asserts the truth 

of those statements. 

[31] In those circun~stances an interim injunction would only be issued in an 

exceptional case. 

[32] Mr Deliu subnlitted this was an exceptional case and referred to a number of 

cases where a lawyer has obtained redress against a party defaming him or her 

including: Tropeano v ~azrro; '~  Cretella v Kziz~i~inski;'~ Delizr & O n  v Tcrit & 

0rs;14 and Farroll v ~ordo1vski'~[2010] EWHC 2436 (filed after hearing). Mr Deliu 

also referred to the itnportance of a lanyer's reputation: Alesunder v Roz,nt~.ee.'~ 

The authorities referred to confirm that a professional person's reputation is 

important and that, in appropriate cases, injunctive relief may be directed. However, 

each case must of course turn on its own facts and the need for the relief must be 

determined on those facts. The need for the protection of injunctive relief will be 

heightened where the defendant has published the comments broadly, as in 

illesanc/er (where the letter had been sent to a number of unknown persons); and 

Fcnrclll (comments published on a website). 

[33] Mr Deliu submitted that the present case was very similar to that of Ferrier 

Hodgson v Siemer. l7 He cited extensively from that case and the subsequent Sieiner 

decisions. The position in the Sieiner litigation was, however, quite different to the 

'' Poperrno v Lmiro [2010] SADC 113. 
l 3  Cretelln o Krizmii~ski 3:08CV109 USDC ED Va, 31 July 2009. 
l' Delif! & Ors 18 Toil & Ors DC Auckland CIV-2010-004-108, 8 March 2010. 

FR~I 'R / /  1' f irhiiwki [20 101 EWHC 2436. 
" Alexor~~ler 1, Rorintree CA229100, 15 February 2001. 
" Fewier Hodgso~t v Sierirer MC Auckland CIV 2005-404-1808, 5 May 2005. 



present. In Sienier. the defendant had published the defamatory material extensively, 

both through the use of a website and by a billboard directing parties to the website. 

The publication in the present case is much more limited. It has been confined to 

correspondence to the NZLS, junior barristers in the plaintiffs chambers, (\v110 had 

some dealing with the file), the plaintiffs instructing solicitors, counsel for the 

defendant and the Court. 

[34] Further, as in Alesarider. the defamatory material in the Siemer case was both 

extreme and vituperative. There was no reasonable possibility of a defence of truth 

succeeding in relation to any of the allegations. 

[35] Importantly the defendant has not sought to publish the statements more 

broadly and has now, after taking advice, accepted lle let his emotions get the better 

of him and has undertaken to the Court not to publish the allegations further. 

[36] Tlie plaintiff is free to pursue his substantive claim against the defendant. If 

the defendant maintains the defence of tl-uth and fails in it then he will bear the 

consequences. There is no reason to consider that the defendant, a solicitor of a 

number of years standing could not meet any damages award that the plaintiff may 

ultinlately achieve. 

[37] At present however, the plaintiff fails to satisfy the Court that, even if the 

statements were defamatory, (and the defences of absolute privilege, truth and honest 

opinion fail), it is necessary to issue an injunction in the circumstances as they now 

exist. 

hfalicio~rs/i~ljzr,'io~rs falsehood 

[38] The plaintiff pleads nlalicious falsehood with the allegation of defamation. 

Often the two will overlap. But the tort of malicious (injurious) falsehood is not 

exactly the same as defamation. The elements of the tort of injurious falsehood are: 

i) a false statement published to a third person; 



ii) published maliciously; 

iii) with resulting damage 

Both injurious falsehood and defamation involve false statements made to a third 

person to the detriment of the plaintiff. The same statement can constitute both. The 

difference is that injurious falsehood does not protect reputation. Damages for loss 

of reputation are restricted to defamation: Joyce v ~ e n ~ t r ~ t r r ; ' ~  Czrstoniglrrss Boats 

Ltd & Anotlter 11 Salthoz~ve Brotl7ers Lld anrl~notliel..'~ 

[39] However, for present purposes there is little difference between the two. An 

applicant seeking the restraint on publicatioll of alleged injurious falsehood must 

satisfy the higher burden applicable to a defamation case: Alan H Reid Engineering 

Ltd v Raniset Fasteners (NZ) ~ i n ~ i t e d . ~ ~  

[40] Further, as noted, a necessary element of the cause of action of injurious 

falsehood is damage. The evidence concerning this element is scant. While the 

plaintiff says his instructing solicitors have withdrawn instructions, the plaintiff 

remains counsel for the plaintiffs in the two sets of proceedings before the District 

cou1-t. 

tibzrse ofprocess 

[41] The plaintiff also alleges the defendant has committed the tort of abuse of 

process by filing frivolous, vexatious, scul~ilous andlor scandalous complaints 

against him to the NZLS for ulterior motives unrelated to the regulation of the legal 

profession andlor for an improper purpose. 

[42] It is an abuse of process to use legal or related processes in order to 

accomplish an ulterior purpose. It would thus be an abuse of process to lodge a 

complaint with the NZLS where the puipose was not to prosecute it to conclusion 

'' Jo)ce ~ ' S e ~ ~ g i ~ p t a  [l9931 1 WLR337at 348. '' Cz~sto~~igloss Borrls Ltd & Anotl~er 11 Snltl7oirse Brothers Ltd andA~iotl~er [l9761 1 N Z L R  36. 
20 Alarl H ReidE~~gii~eeri~zg Ltdv Ra~~iset Fnste~lers (AZj Liinifed (1990) 4 TCLR 126. 



but to use it as a means of obtaining a collateral advantage: Gordon 11 Tread~vell 

Stacey ~ni i th .~ '  

[43] The plaintiff, however, does not identify in his pleadings what the ulterior 

nlotive u~xelated to the regulation of the legal profession the defendant has in 

making the conlplaints against him. The defendant can be criticised for his letter of 

5 May and, if he had lodged a complaint with the NZLS in order to prevent the 

plaintiff or his junior counsel pursuing the Court proceedings, that could, arguably, 

support a claim of abuse of process. But on the evidence before the Court the 

defendant did not instigate the complaints with the NZLS but rather his complai~lts 

to the NZLS were in response to the plaintiffs conlplaints against him to that body. 

The defendant must be entitled to respond to the complaints made by the plaintiff. 

Such a response which was in part at least by defence, cannot be said to be an abuse 

of process. 

[44] The plaintiff fails to make out a basis for interim injunctive relief under this 

head of claim. 

[45] The plaintiff also raises the cause of action of malicious prosecution against 

the defendant. He says the defendant has co~ntnitted the tort of malicious 

prosecution by instituting and pursuing the NZLS complaints against the plaintiff 

without proper cause as evidenced by their dismissal. (I note the plaintiffs 

complaints have apparently suffered the same fate). 

[46] The tort of malicious prosecution requires proof that the defendant is acting 

for a corrupt motive even though using the process or prosecution for its legitimate 

purpose. 

[47] The plaintiff fails to plead pal-ticulars of the corrupt motive other than making 

the general allegation the defendant is acting maliciously. Again, in circun~stances 

where the defendant has responded to the complaints to the NZLS brought by the 

21 Gordoti v PeodveN Sfacej? Sti!itli [ l  9961 3 NZLR 28 1 (CA). 



plaintiff rather than instigating them himself, and given the material before the Court 

concerning the actions of the plaintiff himself, the plaintiff fails to satisfy the Court 

he has an arguable case on this aspect of the claim. 

[48] The plaintiff next pleads that the defendant has co~lln~itted the tort of 

intentional infliction of emotional distress by intentionally or recklessly engaging in 

extreme and outrageous conduct which has caused the plaintiff emotio~lal distress. 

The plaintiff refers in his affidavit to the emotional distress as evidenced by stress, 

sleep loss, vomiting and dizzy spells. The plaintiff also says that he suffers from 

anxiety and depression. While the plaintiff has deposed to those effects, as Mr 

Patterson observed in his submissions, the plaintiffs assertions as to the effect on 

him of the defendant's correspondence is in stark contrast to the public face 

presented by the plaintiff in his own correspondence and dealings with the defendant 

and the NZLS. 

[49] ~ 1 1 e  plaintiffs corresponde~lce and dealings have been direct and forceful, as 

exemplified by the message he deliberately left on the defendant's answerphone: 

"Well feel free Mt. Hong, nothing you do scares 111e and I a111 going to show 
you what I arn going to do ... eh ... if you can't take a case like a man and 
like a professional ... acting coinpletely unprofessionally now it is time to 
pay and you will see how you will pay ... 

the 111ore you escalate ... the inore I will respond. 

[50] Again, the plaintiff fails to satisfy the Court that this cause of action could 

support the issue of an interim injunction. 

(511 The plaintiff fails to satisfy the Court that there are clear and compelling 

reasons supporting the issue of an injunction to protect him from defamation or 

tnalicious falsehood in this case. 



[52] In relation to the reinaining causes of action even if, contrary to the above 

discussion, the plaintiff was able to establish a serious question to be tried, the 

plaintiff fails to satisfy the Court on the balance of convenience that injunctive relief 

is necessary in this case. 

[53] The publication of the correspondence and documents the plaintiff complains 

of has been restricted. On the face of it, the connnunications with the principal 

addressees, natnely the NZLS and the District Court, are privileged under the 

Defamation Act. The publication to other parties has been limited to the plaintiffs 

instructing solicitors, the plaintiff's junior counsel and the defendant's adviser. 

There is no suggestion the defendant has sought to publish the statements more 

broadly. 

[54] Next, as noted, the defendant has a proper interest in responding to the 

co~nplaints made by the plaintiff against him and in defending the proceedings 

against him before the NZLS and in the District Court. 

[55] Importantly, since these proceedings were issued the plaintiff has taken 

advice and now acknowledges he overreacted and let his emotions get the better of 

him in relation to aspects of the correspondence. As an officer of the Court he has 

also uade~-taken to the Court to restrict further con1munications. 

[56] Further, if the plaintiff succeeds at trial there is no reason to suggest the 

defendant will not be able to meet any damages award made in the plaintiffs favour. 

Result 

[57] For those reasons the application for intesim injunction is declined. I do, 

however, record that in declining the injunction the Court relies on the undertaking 

provided by the defendant. 



Costs 

[58] Costs are reserved. 



SCHEDULE 

The alleged defanlatory statements pleaded are: 

Letter of23 Mciji: 

the plaintiff exhibited lack of due care and skill an lack of courtesy to 

a fellow practitioner; 

the plaintiff failed to properly consider all legal issues; 

the plaintiff was not competent in the areas and fields of the law; 

• the plaintiff issued proceedings that was to the detriment of clients; 

. the plaintiff intended to prevent the defendant froin connnunicating 

with counsel with junior counsel and the instructing solicitors to avoid 

embarrassment; 

the plaintiff and his junior counsel did not have an in-depth 

knowledge of conveyancing matters and legal precedent; 

the plaintiff had failed to act with courtesy to a fellow practitioner; 

the plaintiff had no idea what a fiduciary was; 

the plaintiff had failed in obligations to his clients; 

the plaintiff was an amateur (lawyer); 

the plaintiff had breached a number of rules by allowing the 

proceedings to issue though barristers in his chambers; 



S the plaintiffs actions would cause financial harm to his client; 

in addition, although not strictly defamatory, the plaintiff also 

complains the defendant indicated when the proceedings were 

con~pleted he intended to seek out the plaintiffs clients and advise 

them of their right to have independent counsel address any concel-11s 

with the Law Society. 

10 June letter.: 

S inviting the parties to revisit any decision holding the plaintiff in high 

regard; 

S the plaintiff was unfit to be head of any barrister's chambers or to 

provide advice to junior barristers; 

• in addition, although not defamatory, the plaintiff complains the 

defendant stated he had reviewed all actions taken bp the plaintiff. 

17 Jlrne letter.: 

the plaintiff holds utter contempt for Judges; 

. the plaintiff holds utter contempt for the Law Society; 

S the plaintiff holds utter contempt for fellow practitioners; 

• the plaintiff has no respect for legal practitioners; 

S the plaintiff is racist; 

• the plaintiff does not have good standing to be a practitioner; 



the plaintiff refuses to accept judgments of the Court to the detrimeut 

of his clients: 

that the plaintiff should be restricted or restrained from heading the 

barrister's chau~bers; 

that the plaintiff has shown thuggery towards others previously; 

the plaintiff was mentally unstable; 

the plaintiffs admission to the Law Society was a mistake; 

the plaintiff was unfit to practise as a legal practitioner; 

the plaintiff had breached his fiduciary duty to his clients; 

the plaintiff had undertaken unwinnable, unlneritorious and vexatious 

proceedings in order to generate fees andor utilise such cases for his 

marketing and promotio~ial purposes to the detriment of clients aud 

legal aid authorities; 

he had breached his duty to the Court as an officer of the Court and 

had misled it; 

he had intentionally subverted the barrister's intervention rule; 

he undertook briefs on behalf of clients that went beyond his level of 

scope and experience; 

he enticed junior barristers to his chambers to utilise there, in his 

persona in their names; 

had brought the profession into disrepute and it was necessary to 

protect members of the public from the plaintiff; 



it was necessary to protect junior solicitors fiom the plaintiff; 

the website of the plaintiffs chambers was misleading; 

The 15 September statements: 

. the plaintiff was unfit to practise and should not have been admitted; 

the plaintiff sho\ved he had no basic understanding of the way the 

New Zealand legal system works; 

that emails to one of the plaintiffs instructing solicitors may have 

been subverted. 


