

mailto:ethics@lawsocnsw.asn.au
http://www.lawsociety.com.au/
























mailto:ethics@lawsociety.com.au

















































































http://www.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/disp.pl/au/cases/vic/VSCA/2001/248.html?query=%22+2001+vsca+248%22#fn64#fn64












http://www.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/disp.pl/au/cases/vic/VSC/2002/429.html?query=%22+2002+vsc+429%22#fn14#fn14
http://www.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/disp.pl/au/cases/vic/VSC/2002/429.html?query=%22+2002+vsc+429%22#fn15#fn15
http://www.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/disp.pl/au/cases/vic/VSC/2002/429.html?query=%22+2002+vsc+429%22#fn16#fn16






http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/cases/wa/WASCA/2001/372.html
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/cases/wa/WASC/2002/225.html












http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/cases/cth/family_ct/unrep32.html
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/cases/sa/SASC/1999/256.html
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/cases/vic/VSC/2000/196.html
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/cases/vic/VSC/2000/196.html
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/cases/tas/supreme_ct/2001/55.html
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/cases/vic/VSCA/2001/248.html






















































mailto:ethics@lawsocnsw.asn.au












http://www.lawsociety.com.au/page.asp?partid




	 
	CONTENTS
	In The Law Society of New South Wales v Holt  delivered on 9 July 2003 Grove J dismissed a motion by the investigator and receiver of the solicitor’s practice that the solicitor who was the defendant in proceedings brought by the investigator and receiver be restrained on the basis of an alleged “real and sensible possibility” that his “interest in advancing the case of the defendant might conflict with his duty to keep confidential, information obtained whilst there was a fiduciary duty owed by him as a solicitor to his employer/client”. 
	His Honour was “not satisfied that, given the essentially general circumstances which are evidenced, and without more, a reasonable person would anticipate a real and sensible possibility of the misuse of confidential information” and, in saying “The identification of any definable relevant information or risk is left to conjecture” clearly did not believe the alleged confidential information had been sufficiently particularized..  
	The facts 
	The facts


	[9.5.8]  Kallinicos & Anor v Hunt & Ors  
	[9.6.7]  Rothschild v Mullins & Anor  
	The Background - attempts at definition
	[10.2]  Information Barrier Guidelines
	[10.3]  Asia Pacific Telecommunications Limited v Optus Networks Pty Limited 
	[10.14]  In Australian Liquor Marketers Pty Ltd v Tasman Liquor Traders Pty Ltd  the defendant, TLT, sought to restrain Deacons from acting for the plaintiff. 
	 “Gifts from clients - manna from heaven?”
	 THE LAW SOCIETY OF NEW SOUTH WALES



