Tuesday, January 16, 2007	








Dear Robert Crittenden





RE- University of Newcastle 





Thank you for your reply,  As you stated





In accordance with the orders made by Assistant Registrar Howe at the Directions Hearing on 22 August 2006, we set out our client's objections to your pleaded case of defamation in paragraphs 36 to 38 of the Amended Statement of Claim filed 7 April 2005 as follows:


1.	Imputations 37.4 and 37.6 do not differ in substance.





1 Correct but the substance of Imputations 37.4 differ from Imputation 37.6 I believe you have overlook that.





2. 	Imputation 37.5 should be struck out as it is imprecise and thus bad in form by the use of the phrase 'improper conduct of a serious nature'. The conduct is not	specified nor is it said why the unspecified conduct was improper.





2  Imputation 37.5 should NOT be struck out as the phrase 'improper conduct of a serious nature'  as the uspecified conduct is unspecified and as such was NOT improper. Therefore you first have to specified what your specified objections are. 





3.      	If the improper conduct referred to in imputation 37.5 is the sending of a threatening letter to another student, then it does not differ in substance from imputation 37.3. If the improper conduct is threatening other students and their safety then it does not differ in substance from imputations 37.4 and 37.6. If the improper conduct is making baseless or unsubstantiated allegations and defamatory comments about staff members then it does not differ in substance from imputation 37.2.





	3  Improper conduct does differ in substance as the substance os substance is conduct itself.





4 	If the improper conduct referred to in imputation 37.5 is the sending of a threatening letter to another student, then it does not differ in substance from imputation 37.3. If the improper conduct is threatening other students and their safety then it does not differ in substance from imputations 37.4 and 37.6. If the improper conduct is making baseless or unsubstantiated allegations and defamatory comments about staff members then it does not differ in substance from imputation 37.2.





4 Imputation differ from substance and substance differ from allegation, as the alegation were


against Ms Flynn – I will accept the substance as alegation but NOT defamation which makes defamation appropriate to raise as well as personal injury which in return makes your argument baseless or unsubstantiated debate and your approach towards substance from imputation 37.4 should be struck out. I will seek that your objection to strike out my request for compensation is struck out due to luck of substance.





5.	We look forward to receiving your response to our client's objections.





5. What? You lost me here.





Ps


To work in Phillips Fox do you have to complete year 12? 





