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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF TASMANIA L L mhe3n

HOBART REGISTRY - No 1.  of2008
TONY HARRISON . - Plaintiff
SUE NEALES Firsthamed Defendant
GARRY BAILEY T Secondnamed Defendant
DAVIES BROTHERS PTY LTD
ACN 009 475 754 Thir_dnamé‘d__.,/Deffi?ndant

g B

To:  SUE NEALES, GARRY BAILEY and DAVIES BROTHERS PTY LTD (ACN
009 475 754) all of 83 Macquarie Street, Hobart inTasmartia, %
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ENDORSEMENT OF/SLAML;,
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The Plaintiff's claim against the Defen%ﬁmjurdama@e loss and expense sustained

by the Plaintif as a conseguence _:pf"’gging dé%méﬂ by the Defendants in an article
which appeared in “The Mer-:__gr}"‘ nwsﬁapeyon 22 March 2006; full particulars of
which claim are contained In:;_;:_l:]é‘:?a;;gfgxe& ‘Stalement of claim,
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'Signed:  MURDOGH CLARKE
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- Plaintiff

~~ Bractiffoners for th

The plaintiff's address is: 50 Skyline Drive, Howrah in Tasmania.

The plaintiffs address for service of documents is: 10 Victoria Street, Hobart in
Tasmania.

Filed on behalf of TONY HARRISOM (Plaintiff

MURDOCH CLARKE )& 131
Barristers & Solicitors Tel: {03} 8235 2311
1% Victona Street Fax: (03) 6234 2670

HOBART 7000 REF: MR AGAGGIN



TAKE NOTIGE that:

1. I you wish to dispute the plaintiff ciaim or any part of it or for any reason wish fo take part in this
action, you or your practiioner must, within eight days following the service of this writ on you,
ladge & notice of appearance at a Registry of the Supreme Court and serve 3 seated copy of the
notice on the plaintiff at the address for service of documents {Note A).

2. Forms of notice of appearance may be obtained from any Registry of the Gourt These are
located at Salamanca Place, Hobart, Cameron Strest, Launceston and Alexander Street, Burnie.
3. If you fail to lodge and serve a nolice of appearance within the time stated, the plaintiff may

obtain a judgment without further notice to you.

Filed the ~%  day of July, 2006
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NOTE: (&)  Service of a sealed copy of appearance may be Qﬁ&GtE‘d byigrepaid post.
{b) Where an asterisk * appears, delete the inappli:;@_ble clayse biéﬁgn_'a:ﬂling the Wynt,
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IN THE SUPREME CQURT OF TASMANIA

HOBART REGISTRY No -7 of 2006
TONY HARRISON Plaintiff
SUE NEALES Firstnamed Defendant
GARRY BAILEY Secondnamed Defandant
DAVIES BROTHERS PTY LTD /‘3}
ACN 009 475 754 Thirdnaméﬂ Dafendant

v/f

STATEMENT OF CI,Am L

1 The Plaintiff is and was at all material tuﬂeﬁ%’f ”
(a)  a public relations consultant; smd i % ?ﬁ____
{b) the Managing Dlrectﬂr}/t;@@mgrété ComrnUmr::atlons {Tas) Pty Lid.
e % ’
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2. Corporate COFT‘II’I‘ILIHIGEIW’IS %‘{as’jﬁfw ﬁd is a company specialising in public
relations advice, for re ,.-’,:. mﬁmhers of the public requiring same.

3 The F;rstna%gd .ﬁéfeh'déﬁt ("Neales™ is and was at all material times a

T, o,

journalrs%/émplcryég by: the Thirdnamed Defendant {"Davies Brothers™).

"Q.‘N.

///

4, Dawes Brof’f?&i‘&* was at afl material times the publisher of “The Mercury”
n%nspaper ‘which newspaper is publlshed at Hobart in Tasmania.
. The Mercury is circulated throughout Tasmanta and is also circulated in other

Siates and Territories of the Commonwealth of Australia.

Filed on behalf of TONY HARRISON {Plaintiff)

MURDOGH CLARKE Lo 131
Barristers & Solicitors Tal: {03) 6235 9311
10 Victona Street Fax:  (03)6234 2670

HOBART 7000 REF:  Mr A Gaggin



9.

pavies Brothers and with the authority of Bailey and Davies Brothers.

e of Davies Brothers and the editor of “The Mercury™.

named Defendant {("Bailey") was at al matenal times an

At all material times Neales acted in the course of her employment with

On 22 March 2006 Davies Brothers published in “The Mercury” an article,

which,

s

inter alia, stated:

“8d man tands in hot water.
The secretive $200000.00 pius pcrhncaf adm mhg

in professional hot water. i,
Mr Harrison, who runs the Cmpomfe Cﬂfpmumcanons public
refations company and sits on !ﬁaﬁiust‘ra!‘ an Cricket Board,
is regarded as onsw/ & of Ta‘&;ﬁamﬁs best connected

powemmkem f "*::;:____ "’ ,;j

sirongly urged Tasmgman mfers fa back the retum of a

majonty gé?&fﬁmﬂt !asi‘ Salurday, appears to have broken

/’a*

h:sﬁabwn pfﬂfas&mnaf arganisation’s code of ethics.
The code of ;he Public Relations Instilute of Australia cfearfy

saurg;a of funding of any public communtication they initiate

“ispefor which they act as a conduit”

Mr Harrison has repeatedly refused to reveal the identity of
any of the people or groups who have anonyrmously funded

the Better Future election advertising”.

Neales was the author of the article.




The article referred to in Paragraphs & above bore and was understood of

bearing the following meanings which are the natural and ordinary meanings

thereof.

(a) the Plaintiffs conduct, as identified in the arficle, had caused the
Plaintiff to become embrofled in professiona! difficulties;

{b) that he had appeared to have breached the code of the Public

Relations Instituie of Australia;

(¢}  that his behaviour had fallen short of the professional standards to be
observed and expected of a member of the puhllc relatggns professmn
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(dy that the Plaintiff was likely to be the suhjeet r:rf diﬁppﬁrlary proceedings

by the Public Relations institute of Aust@a '{:-:-?%:_;;_
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11. By reason of the publication of the a[tmle refﬁ;,red to in paragraph 8 hereof by
the Defendants, the Plaintiff has baerf graaﬂy injured in his credit and

reputation and has been br@’ght tu m:hcuia‘“ énd contempt and has suffered

loss and damage. (Furt rpartTm,lIars beprnwded}
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AND the Plainti yé’fa;mm Pnages.
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Practilioners forthe Plaintiff

To:  The Defendants



