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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF TASMANIA

HOBART REGISTRY No. 312 of 2006
TONY HARRISON | Plaintiff
SUE NEALES Firstnamed Defendant
GARRY BAILEY . Secondnamed Defendant

DAVIES BROTHERS PTY LIMITED
ACN 009 475 754 Thlrdnam&;;l Defendan‘l‘.

AMENDED STATEMENT car—‘ i;mw
PURSUANT TO AN ORDER OF: THE,MASTER
MADE 13 Mﬁggcﬂaum

1. The Plaintiff is and was at all n],at&ng{ tlmes .
(a)  a public relations cenwltant ar’fﬁ S
(by the Managmg Dwec:mr u?‘ﬁprpgrate Communications (Tas) Pty Ltd.

2.
:;b' ,:-:':}
3. Tl:@ Ftﬁgjnamedeefendant (“Neales”) is and was at ali material times a
;;EJnurnahst eﬂ‘mbyed by the Thirdnamed Defendant {"Davies Brothers’).
4, Déﬁf%’%""ﬁrothers was at all material times the publisher of “The Mercury”
newspaper, which newspaper is published at Hobart in Tasmania.
h. The Mercury is circulated throughout Tasmania and is also circulated in other

States and Terrtories of the Commonwealth of Australia.
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6. The Secondnamed Defendant {*Bailey’) was at all material times an

employee of Davies Brothers and the editor of *The Mercury™.

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

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

3. On 22 March 2006 Davies Brothers published in “The Mercury” an aricle,

which, inter alia, stated:

“Ad man fands in hot water. z
The secretive $200,000.00 plus pﬂﬁmaf adﬂgmsmg
campaign waged by the anonymous group Té‘a,mamans for a
Befter Future has landed its Hoba;t fmnt mr&n Tcrn_v Harrison

in professional hot water. -_-:*' o
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Mr Harrison, who runs tﬁe f;orpﬂr_rafe Gommunrcanons pubfic

......

refations company anvg, ‘sits on g?e ﬂﬁsrrahan Cricket Board,

is regarded a& m;'e rx;f T&mamas hest comnecfed

powemmkera
But h:s demsran 1"’@ fmnt Ihe Better Future Group, which

.......

Tasm#aman vofers to back the return of a
mﬁjonfy gwemmenr last Saturday, appears fo have broken
f'@ own pr@‘esamnaf organisation’s code of ethics,

Thé%@féﬂf/ f the Public Relations Institute of Australia clearly

staﬁas that “members must be prepared to :dennfy the

or for which they act as a conduif”
Mr Harrison has repeatedly refused to reveaf the identity of
any of the people or groups who have anonymously funded

the Better Fulure election advertising”.

9. Neales was the author of the arlicle.



10.

11.

The article referred to in Paragraphs 8 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 article, had caused the
Plaintiff to become embroiled in professional difficulties;

{b}  that he had been found to have hreached the Code of the Public

Relations Institute of Australia;

{c) that his behaviour had fallen short of the professional standards to be

observed and expected of 8 member of the puhlic rela‘ﬁcns professiun

and N -;-;

.//

(d}  that the Plaintiff was likely to be the subjegfof dhﬁlpﬁ@ary prnc&edmgs
by the Public Refations Institute of Austfalia. 4?:» g

(e}  that he had breached the Code gi.the F*uhhc ‘Ralations Institute of

Australia.
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By reascn of the publication sf he arﬁnlé ﬁferred to in paragraph 8 hereof by

the Defendants, the );:m‘hﬁ ﬁgs bgﬁn greatly injured in his credit and
reputation and has hé b&ougk]t fé’nducule and contempt and has suffered

loss and damage (Fu(ihevpamculars to be provided).
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DATEDEthls 15th gay of March, 2007
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Fractltmners for the Plaintiff

Butler Mcintyre & Butler

20 Murray Strest

HOBART

Practitioners for the Defendants




