














to list violations. The Court of Appeal re-affirmed this clause directly as proof of
“active breach of the injunction”. Yet, the first excerpt cited in this paragraph has

not existed on www kiwisfirst.com or www.kiwisfirst.co.nz for a year and a half. |

censored it to fully comply with the Solicitor General's interpretation of the
injunction way back in August 2007. It is patently self-evident that the second
excerpt cited does not violate the injunction. Judges additionally citing an
observation of Stiassny’s perjury — also true — as a seeming violation of an
injunction relating to Stiassny’s misconduct in the Paragon receivership defies
reason, as well as defeats law and justice.

16. Because Cooper J made the injunction permanent after a private audience with
Mr Stiassny, | wish to state for the record that Judge Cooper allowed Mr
Stiassny to file an amended defamation claim and proceed to an ex parte trial
and judgment on that basis — after my statement of defence had been struck out
and my defence debarred by Court orders. | was not even notified by the Court
that the Judge was accepting a new defamation claim for a permanent injunction

and a million dollars in damages against me.

17. | have great respect for the rule of law and authority of the Court. | will bend
over backward to comply with a lawful order of the Court but, as this case
shows, will not yield to an unlawful order of the Court which infringes upon basic
liberties, particularly where | am prevented the right to defend myself. My case
proves that a New Zealand Judge will allow permanent judgments against law-
abiding citizens without even requiring named defendants be informed of the
claim, let alone the right to defend it.

Y
Sworn before me this l"ﬂ' é; ‘ / - -
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Hearing: 3 December 2008
Cowrt:: O’Regan, Robertson and Arnold 17
Counsel

s Tata’

Date of Minute: _ 18 February 2009

[1]  In his memorandum of 16 February 2609. the appellant has requested 4 copy
of a transcript of the hearing of 3 December 2008 and a direction relating to the

release of his passports.

[2]  As to the former, we reiterate what we . said in our minute of 12 December
2008: a written transcript of the oral argument at the hearing will be provided if it is
needed for the purpose of an appeal or a similar purpose. The existence or otherwise
of such 2 purpose cannot sensibly be assessed until after the Court’s judgment is
issued,

n

[3] As to the release of the appeliant’s passports, we arc prepared to consvder an

amendment to the terms of bail but in order to assess the request we need from the

4 vy

appellant an application to amend the terms of bail accompanied by an affidavit

.€

setting out the circumstances, particularly the proposed date of departure to the

7 H - o 3 1 -, - 3 5 % ! <o Py £ A
United States and the proposed return dats. Once we have that we will seek a
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