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STATEMENT OF CLAIM

This claim in this proceeding is made in reliance on the following facts.

1. The Plaintiff makes this claim under the Defamation Act 2005, Invasion of Privacy Act
197], Action for Trespass, Intentional Infliction of harm, Action for Nuisances,
Stalking, Action for assault caused by the Defendants inciting violence against the
Plaintiff, Action for battery, Intentionally inciting the inflicting of harm, Harm and
Harassment.

2. At all materia] times, the Plaintiff carried on or intended to carryon a business under
the name of Waterford Boarding Kennels and Cattery and had been and intended to
continue breeding her world famous Pedigreed NEIGER Poodles for sale to breeders
and pet owners in Austra]ia and in countries around the world namely Hong Kong,
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Japan, Singapore, United Kingdom, United States of America, Canada, Europe, South
East Asia as the Plaintiff had done since 1988.

3. The Plaintiffs world famous pedigreed NEIGER POODLES are the foundation dogs
of many Australian Poodle breeders and had assisted in increasing the international
poodles gene pool through the Plaintiffs sales of her top quality pedigreed poodles.

4. The Plaintiff had spent a fortune and many years test breeding her breeding stock to
eradicate faults, improve and refine the quality as well as increase the world poodles'
gene pool. The Plaintiff had also guaranteed the quality of the pedigreed poodles the
Plaintiff bred and sold since 1988.

Trespass, Invasion of Privacy, Illegally obtained recordings, Defamation, Stalking,
Trial by media.

5. Imagination Television is a media organisation and produces a TV show called RSPCA
Animal Rescue and had made a movie ready to be released "after the legal actions" by
the Plaintiff for Channel 7 RSPCA Animal Rescue TV show about the Plaintiff and her

poodles.

6. On the 9th January 2008 RSPCA executed a warrant to inspect the Plaintiffs dogs and
ordered seizure of all the Plaintiffs dogs without inspection.

7. The Plaintiff applied to the DPI for the return of her dogs.

8. The Plaintiff applied to the Brisbane Magistrates Court appealing the Decision of the
DPI to forfeit her dogs. This is Brisbane Magistrates Court number M6213/08

9. The Plaintiff made it clear to the media on the 9th January 2008 when she asked all
media presen1 not to enter her premises stating that she would only allow RSPCA to
enter her premises. Any consent, implied or otherwise, for the media or any parties
other than RSPCA to enter her property was clearly removed. Any parties other than
RSPCA on the Plaintiffs property were trespassing.

10. Imagination Television's camera crew entered upon the Plaintiffs property
masquerading as RSPCA collecting evidence. The RSPCA Inspector Lawrence
Stageman invited this camera crew onto the Plaintiffs premises stating they were there
to collect evidence. The Imagination Television gained entry by deception. This camera
crew took film/video inside the Plaintiffs house, in her bedroom in her kitchen, and all
through her 5 acre developed property.

11. The Defendants did not have the Plaintiffs permission to take or use this video / film.
Breach of Section 48A of the Invasion of Privacy Act - Unlawful entry of dwelling
houses. The copyrights of these film/video belonged to Imagination Television Limited
although RSPCA and television Channel 7 who, jointly, the Plaintiff believes, operated
the Animal Rescue series on television.

12. Film and photos taken from inside the Plaintiffs property was published in newspapers
and on television stations in the following days, months and through out the year.
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These photos and film and the comments attached to the video and film was
deliberately designed to cause a false, misleading and defamatory impression. An
example was the photos of the puppies temporary housed in cages together with a
commentary that the Plaintiff was housing those puppies permanently in those
temporary holding pens caused the public to believe the Plaintiff was puppy farming
dogs in cages.

13. The Plaintiff states that none of the published material was in the public interest and all
of the derogatory accusations were defamatory as there was no reality or truth to the
photographs and supporting comments.

14. The Plaintiff was caused to suffer from the breach ofthe Invasion of Privacy Act
Section 44 & 45 of the Invasion of Privacy Act - Prohibition on communication or
publication of private conversations.

15. The Defendants did not have the Plaintiffs permission to publish this film/video, to
show it, or to distribute it in any way. The only persons who had control of the
film/video as the Plaintiff was eventually led to believe were staff ofImagination
Television Limited and RSPCA.

16. The Plaintiff has been stalked through the media in that the publication has happened
many times to many media organisations and has been of a nature that any reasonable
person should know, would incite violence against the Plaintiff. The Plaintiff suffered
many months of violent verbal, physical, mental assaults, confrontations, harassments
and attacks on her and her properties.

17. RSPCA staff were stalking the Plaintiff by visiting the Plaintiff in late evening hours
like 9:40, with their headlights pointing directly into the Plaintiffs house entrance in
her isolated acreage property where there is no street lighting and her next door
neighbours Were over 100 metres from her home. RSPCA came with two cars when
RSPCA knew the Plaintiff was living alone in fear and terror, receiving death threats,
abusive letters, other threats, assaults, and harm from the public that was incited by
RSPCA.

18. Offensive material was dropped and also mailed to the Plaintiff in the Plaintiffs
letterbox.

19. The Plaintiff suffered many months of continuous abusive and threatening telephone
calls from the public calling her vile names, telling her they would punish her for her
evil acts and treatment of her dogs by beating her to death, which caused the Plaintiff to
fear she would be murdered.

20. The Plaintiff had people come to her property and assault her verbally and throw
stones, cans and bottles at her. The Plaintiff was physically assaulted by a man with a
bottle and was hit on the head with the bottle.

21. RSPCA staff was stalking by monitoring and adding comments to internet forums
about her.
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22. Parts ofthese recordings, illegally obtained and fabricated to support RSPCA malicious
statements, were released to the general media effecting a defamation upon the Plaintiff
as it caused a false perception of the Plaintiff s dogs and was of a nature that would
incite violence against the Plaintiff. These media releases and comments to the media
have been ongoing and are still continuing as at date of writing.

23. RSPCA personnel were published making statements that were defamatory to and
stalking of the Plaintiff.

24. RSPCA personnel contacted the Plaintiff's neighbours and began discussions with
them that clearly placed the Plaintiff in a false light and then persuaded these
neighbours to spy on her.

25. The Plaintiff suffered intrusion upon the Plaintiffs seclusion or solitude, and into her
private affairs. The Plaintiff had to shop at night to avoid people for fear of abuse from
them over her poodles. The Plaintiff could no longer go to her club as several people
there had threatened and abused her over her poodles.

26. The Plaintiff suffered publicity, which placed her in a false light in the public eye.

27. These recordings, illegally obtained, have been used in a Legal process, the Plaintiffs
Appeal to the Magistrates Court for the return of her dogs and the source of this video /
film has been deliberately hidden from her up to and until the 20th November 2008
when it was told to her in the Magistrate Court Appeal Hearing for the return of her
valuable pedigreed dogs that Animal Rescue had copyrights to all the film but RSPCA
do not have a contact address or telephone number for them.

28. Imagination Television has claimed copyright to all the film/video and has refused to
supply the complete collection of the film/videos to the Plaintiff. The Plaintiff issued
Imagination Television with a Non Party Disclosure Notice requiring Imagination
Television to supply this film to the Plaintiff as evidence for her Appeal to the
Magistrates Court number M6213/08. Imagination Television has refused to supply this
film to the Plaintiff and to the Brisbane Magistrates Court.

29. RSPCA has written to the Plaintiff through their lawyers stating that they have this
video/film and have refused to provide it to the Plaintiff. They have only offered
supervised viewing of this film/video. RSPCA conduct in the matter of the seizure and
subsequent appeals both to the DPI and the Magistrate Court for the return of the
Plaintiffs dogs has been so dishonest that there is a total justifiable lack of trust that all
this film/video will be properly shown to the Plaintiff.

30. RSPCA and DPI have a contract whereby DPI delegates the Administration of the
Animal Care and Protection Act 2001 to RSPCA. DPI becomes liable for the actions of

RSPCA by this contract as RSPCA is a subcontractor to DPI in the administration of
the Animal Care and Protection Act.

31. The contract between DPI and RSPCA specifically states:

PARTICULARS
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