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NO. 005/2009

BETWEEN: CHIEF REGISGTRAR
Appfmam‘

AND:  DORSAMINADU . Sl

~Applicant.  Ms V. Lidise

Respondent: In Person and Ms T Brauniclﬁlcs .

Date of Hearing: | nd 9 July 2010
- Date.of Judgment ;.. .. ‘Esﬁl ‘Aqgﬂsi. 2010
JUDGMENT
1. By application fled on the 30" of November 2009 the Applicants bring seven {7]

complainis comprising 18 allegations against the Respondent,  The Applicant was
uncble to proceed with comploinds 2 ond 7 due to the unavadiabiity of the
Complainants and these complaints were withdrawn and are dismissed.

COMPLAINT NG 1

A Unsaitisfactory Professional Conduct Contrary fo section 81 of the Legal Practifioners
Decrae No 16 of 2009,

Padiculors

Dorsami Naidy o legol proctifioner, betwesn the 299 of Dacamber 2005 ond the 29% of March

2002, on behalf of Sogal Reddy and ofher beneficicries of the Eshsde of Parawatiarmrmad, foiled
to reasonably inguire Info and foke appropriate aclion In the matier of g breach by the
purchasers in the Memorandum of Agreement between Parowaliommal vendor) & Uoyd
Quentin Logan, Arfrar Rainsford Tessdale and Anthony Eorf Wells [Purchosers) executed on the
15 of May 1973, which conduct oocurred in connection with Dorsami Maidu's practics of low,
folling short of the standards of competence and diigence that a member of the public is
enfiled o expect of a retsonably competent or professional legal practitioner,
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ion 81 and Rule 8.1{b of fhe Ruies

c Unsafisfactory Professional Conduct C | e
ree No, 16of 2009,

of Professional Conduct of the Legal Practi

Particulors

zermber 2005 and the 319 Decaraber
g5 of the Estate of Parawaliommal
i.thelr inshructions in respact of the
reeiment betiween  Parcswatiommal
nd Anfhony Ecrl Wells {Furchasers)
ards of competence and diigence

anably competent or professional

Dossami Naidu d legal practifioner, bétwesn the 29
2009 talled fo keep Jogat Reddy and other be
reasonably informed of matters relating to
breach by the purchasers in the Mem
{vendor] & Loyd Quendin Logan, Aithur B
executed on the 150 of May 1973; fallng short o
that o member of the public is entified fo expe
legal practifioner, T

2 The compidinis relate to aspects of fhe admisistration of the Estate of Parawatiammal,
Reddy who was o beneficiaryin the 7 etk _

3 The execulor of the Esfate of Govind |
Reddy. leave was granted to the Com
probote but that is not oocured,

Complainants brother. Yogendra

' '_*__.,_ﬁ?ﬁinfﬂfimd his other brother fo apply for

4, The lustee of the Estate of Parowatiommal is now Mun Swamy Reddy who resides in the
Unfted Stales of America. He is o brother of the Jate Govind Reddy, the father of the
Comploinant.

5. On the 150 of May 1973 Parawatiommal executed o Scile & Purchase Agreement for sale
of cerfain lands of Momi to Lioyd Guentin Logon, Arthur Redrstord Teesdale and Anthony
Ecrl Wells. The agreement relevantly provided that the puchasers would subdivide an
area of 22 acres irom the land sold and tronsfers it back to fhe vendor, Parawatiomenal,

b. DP 4353 [Ex A32] was registered in 1976 creating the subject parcel of land os Lot 1 in
that DP and having an are of 22a 1r 230,

7. All of ihe land subject of the Sale & Purchose Agreement was subsequently sold by the
purchasers and Lot 1 It DP4353 was not ransfered 1o the vendor Forcwatiommal,

8. A caveat was lodged on CTé727 belng the land subject to the Sale & Purchase
Agreement by Pamowaollarmmol on 269 June 1973 and was subsequently concelied and
a further caveat lodged on 7% August 1974 [Ex Al2].

g. The lond was fransfered to Southers Cross Irvestment Co Ine, Momi Pecific
Development Inc, Keen Pacilic Development Inc and Hjian Ventures Ine on ond April 1974

2




%,

i
E

g

i1

14,

15.

16,

i7.
18.

9.

'iober 2&%’35 frc:msfmrad fo MUQ;HQFBWG
{ o ore the r:;umn% ragzst@red pmprs&ztws
subject fo mortgages and judgments T@Qisierad-(m the fsiiea _

A lurther coveot was lodged by Neg Nadan E{&ddy on 12% Decembar 2005 and
subsagusntly conceled, . :

The 22 acres has not been %;&ﬁsfesfé&ﬁ_ fo ?m' : ahammal of the trustee of her Estate.

DP94B4 consolidates Lot T in E.)Pd:%ss wﬁh c;i‘h@f i

md&ﬁfgs making transfer of the 22 acres
impossible without further subdivision. — - - o

The Respondent received inﬁimcifoms m d‘"lar‘a;b@hmlf of %he Estate of Parawalidmmaol
from the trustee Mun Swamy Redlc : oUld appear in. 2006:-butin any
everd after the removal of the

ranster of the land to t

The Respondent says In his evidence thot discussions were held wﬁh the sﬂ!ec fors for the
subsequent purchasen of the land but fo date no fransfers have been effecied. The
Respondent further says thal advice has been given to Mun Swamy Reddy that action
could be taken against the purchasers pursuant o the 1973 agreement,

it would appear that by the time the Respondent obtained nstructions with respect fo
the Estale of Parawatiommeal in 2004 then land hod baen transferred twice [Ex A12] but
wis st bot 1 in DP4353 for which no separate cerdificate of title had issued,

It has now been consalidoled nadwithstonding the approaches maode fo the solicitors for
the purchasers In the 1973 cgreemeant and the solicitars for curent regisfered proprigtor.

The Respondent says that the covent lndgad on behoif of the Estate of Parawalicrmmal
wiors rermoverd without reference fo him and prior fo his curend instructions.

Whéigi the Compiginant in his evidence considers himself "o shareholder” and is entitled
1o deql| with the saliciions of the Estade of Parowatiommdgl this & off course no so.

The only persan entifled o give instiuctions to the Respondent with respect o the Esinle
of Parawatiammal is and was of glf relevant time Mun Swamy Reddy.

The sifuation that exists Is an indictment an the soliciiors who have acted over the years
for the Estote, the purchasers under the 1973 ogreement ond the curent regkiered

propriefors,

g Nadan Roddy and offer the.




c:ivit:vs& f{:: the fwsfea ci !he i‘:*sm%@ Mun
jors bt Ihis advice wos nel accepted
W@iis in Cotlifornics,

21, The evidence of the Respondent is fhm ha g
Swamy Reddy fo tuke action against the 197
as he wished to dedl with the vendor A_mihmny ;

22, Applving the standerd of proof & is namssmy' n ihese malters— Chief Registror v
Abhay Kumor Singh Applicofion rio 001 of 2009, | cannot be safisfied that the
Respondent “falled to recsonably inquire into. c;md -icskﬁ dppropriate aclion in the matier
of a breach by the purchasers” ir; ﬁ’ae 19?3- ¢ {:hczses agfeamsn‘!’ '

23, The evidence of the Eammm&m B ’Ehﬁf h@ k . irs regular mnm&i with Mun Sw:::m?
Reddy re the Estale of Parawaliommal,: the ohly person he was obliged fo Inform
of the detalls of the Estate. 1 ¢annot be'salisfied that the Respondent had failed 16 keep
the Complainant and ofher benafic;ﬁﬂﬁs mEorm@cE hecause | find thot he hod no
obligation to doso, : .

B Unsartisfaciony ?mfessiaﬁﬂi Cc;r;dur::f fion 81-and i ot the Legal
Practitioners Decree No 16 of 2009, . TR ot

Pardiculars

Dorsami Noidy o legol proctitioner, belween the 29% of Decembar 2005 ond the 318 of
December 2004 biled the Esiote of Parawaliammal the sum of $3.750 wher the lagol services
renderad in relafion o the inskuctions given by Jagat Reddy and other benaficiaries of the
Estate of Parowatiomimal did not justify the poyment of this amount, which conduct occured in
econnection with Mr. Naidu's praclice of low, falling short of the standards of compelence and
diigence that ¢ member of the public & entilled o expect of o regsonably competent o
‘professional practitionsr,

24,  The Estale of Parawaliommol ownad o porcel of land in Sagayam Road Nodi which wos
soid in or about 2005,

5. At the time of the sale Govind Reddy one of the beneficiones of the Estole of
Parawetivirmmal hod died leaving o will which left his interest in the Sogayom Road
property to his wife and son Jogat Reddy. His wile had dlso died at the time of sale
without leaving o wilt and gccordingly off her children inhertted her half share in the
interest of Govind Reddy in the property and Jagol Reddy held the another holf share of

ot interest,

26, the Respondent did not act on the saie of the properly but on instructions from Mun
Swarny Reddy received fthe sum of $17.760.74 on 21% of February 2004 on behall of the
Estate of Parowatiommal [Ex A8]. This documeants shows that the sum of $3.760.00 was
approgprigted to costs and the Respondent acknowiadges that no memorandum of fees
was submitted but says that he consents fo the costs heer faxed in the nomal way.
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25 the requirement that o memoicindum of fees
been rendsred before fees are appropriated 1o the sollciiors office account, Had he

memorandum of fees been rendered o the tusteas of the Estate of Parawatigminel

27, faxing the costs now hardly. z‘wé‘.ér:;;@ﬁi@éf the .i

then the payment would hove been justified,

28 Asdiscussed earlier Jugat Recidy has no right fo give instructions fo the Respondent with
respect to the Estate of Parawidiammal, that daht rests solely with the thistee, Mun
Swamy Reddy, R v . '

29, The Respondant's failure 1o r&ﬂtﬁéﬁr'sﬁ méﬁﬁﬁfamﬁg_rﬁ-'mf- feas amounts to unsatisfactony
professional conduct contrary to section 81-and 83 {1}ic) of the Legal Praciifioness
Decres. RS v C L

APLAINT NCO 3

A Unsafistactory ﬁ’éféﬁ%ﬁi@ﬂﬁ?‘ Condlict: Contrary fo seclion 81 of fhe Lagal Praciiioners

Decres No, 14 of 79

Particutors

Lorsami Naldy o legal praciifionar, in prepaing o Sale ond Purchase Agreement executed on
the 185 of Aprit 2007 between Siga Mani Noicker (vendor} and Hari Prasad Lol {purchaser) for
the sale and purchase of land situated of CT 74071 comprising of 10 acres, and 15 perches ot
Naolove, Nadi, falled fo inform Harl Prosad Lol that fhe lond was co-owned, which conduct
occurred in conneclion with Dorsami Naildu's practice of law, falling short of the stongards of
competence and diigence that o member of the pubsiic is entitled 1o expect of o reasonobly
competent or professional legal practitioner.

B Professional Misconduct: Contriay o section 82 (1}{al of the Legal Praciifionsts Decres
No 16 of 2009
Particuiars

Dorsami Naidu a legal praclitioner, in preparing o Sole ond Purchase Agreement sxeculed on
the 180 of April 2007 betwaeen Sigo Mani Naicker [vendor] and Had Prasad Lol {purcheser] for
the sule and purchase of fand siuated ot CT 7407 compising of 10 acres, and 15 perches o
Naolovo, Nadi, the enforcement of which fundomentally required the consent of o third party
being the co-owner of the said land, falled to obtain the consent of the third party on behalf of
the vendor Siga Mani Naicker and subsequently enforced the scid Agreement on behalf of the
vendor ofter § had become unenforcecble when the third party enforced his dghts over the
said land, which conduct involved o subsfardial fallure o reach or mainfaln o reasonable

standard of competence and diligence.
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32.

3.

35

38,

3.

38,

40,

czgraeme’nf“ R

o o Sale & Puichases Agreernent fo

On the 180 of April 2007 the Cgmplummnf antere e s
v ab Moolovo, Madi igE};.A'i 59;3,

the purchase of “1 acre {more or Jess sub;'

B

ci&ci hcﬂ% shora™ in lﬁa Orlsp with b
Q- [Ex Aﬁ?} The dgreement was drafted
Fgive. to the purchaser bis ﬁght fitle
dosto lacke.,.

The vendor, Sigo Mani Noicker, hald orie
brother Chin Sami Nafcker beeh the land in)
by the Respondent and provides that th

asers agrees fhal he has faken
. hereln and not relving. on odvice
e hac:f B @n_msk@c:’ fﬂ draw s

Clouse § of the ageement @mvi&i" _
independent advice of thelr scmmfors pﬁaf fﬂ'é
of Messrs Piifol. deu & Assecsa?@s, '

Clause ¥ of the agfeemem c;i:;_;g : f:u_f& al ﬁemssc:sfy d;:;" ienls
and comply to the obligations from his part of the purchasers o a}bimn & sep«:::mfe Hitle
over the demised land ot the cost and expenies (}f-ﬁl%‘% purchoser ...’

The Complainant says he was given the agreement at the office of the Respondent and
signed it in the presence of o female clierk at that office and he then took it to the office
of Babu Singh & Associates where a female clerk fumed the papers of the document
and "she soid everything wos ok "

He says the agreament was left at the office of Babu Singh.

On the day the agresment was signed the Complainant paid o deposit in the sum of
310,000 which wos paid os 1o the sum of $740 to the vendor peior 1o the agreement and
as 1o the sum of $9,260 to the Raspondent’s kust acoount on the day of the agreement

{Ex A20).
The vendor's legal fees of $250 were alo pold to the Respondent on thot day [Ex AZ1].

The Complainont sovs e som of $300 wos paid o Moharmmed Consulionts Limited for
what appears fo be preliminaty survey wark.

The Complainant says he mel the surveyors on site, which is confimed by the surveyor in
his evidence,
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44,

45,

44,

47,

48,

49.

There & no evidence of r:;n*,.r amum.
@xec;uﬁ{m by the other tenant. 3?’1 fm' ’mfm

: uwew:sr ii";ai he was nm mbt@ to

5 owher he says he want 1o MrSingh's office

and U”ﬁ’mw@d fo speak fo fha VEﬁdﬁf Hﬁ'mughi d refund of his deposit which he says

gﬂs refused and he then siopp&d ;}rﬁcetad g :fh'%h& purc:h@se thus forfalting s
sposit. _ o

hee mm‘:ﬁ he cid not get to thiest pmrﬁ s ine
no further instructions. e

it [Ex R24) but that evidence wos
on../ In ﬂrzy avent ihe& aff%damimys

Mani Lol Patel, o fand surveyor, also swore an offidavit [Ex R16] but was not available for
cross examinalion, He aftests o instructions from Chin Sarni Naicker o draw o scheme
plon to divide the wubject land info two equal parcels. This evidence is of no assistance
to the issues ralsed by the Complainant,

The Respondent has no knowledge of the execution of the agreement s he was not
present when the Complainant says he exectied i and he wis not prasent of the office

of Babu Singh & Associates.

Fraveena Xumor Chand the law clerk o whom the Complainant spoke ot the offlice of
Bobu Singh & Associotes gove evidence ond said that the agreement wos not exaculed
by the Complainant when she first sow it and that she referred the Complainant to Mr
Singh for the purpose of executing the agreement. She waos unoble o say how long the

Campiﬁmgm ws with by Singh.

The Respondent maintaing in his evidence that the proctice of having an agreement for
sade & purchose whers the vendor only holds on undivided one half interest s
oppropiate ared that the other vendor will sign o frander in due course.

Fined this to be fonciful. Thete is no obligotion on anyone other than the vendor and the
purchaser under the agreement and not even an obligation 1o the vendor 1o secure the
signature of the other tenont In common.  This proctice shows o complete lock of
uniderstanding of fundomental lsgal principles




50,

51

52,

-8

fledt fo Inform the Complainant fhal
i the corisent of the co-owner and
agresment,

The allegation against the Raamﬂﬁ@m 18 fhe
the land was co-owned and thet he failed +
subsequently enforced the vendor! ¥ ngh&s unde

Respondent’ were awcare. that the
 purchdser was that the purchoser
d he' contracted fo purchase, The
i3, tzas inmy. apéman riot enough for
ain énd@gsendani E&gai cievice when

it s clear that both the comp asnanf and
agreement reached between thﬁ_‘vendor :
would recelve freshold fitle to the wholé
agreement drafted by the Responde
the Respondent to require the G@mp
the document is incapable of progiuc

mgrﬁ@m&m or ai teast fhe siampsﬁg of & Hr b@twe@n fhta mmr&ci pz::rfi es. Tha
complainant has indicated his consént 1o the franster of one guarter acre of lond o him
tor the consideralion of the deposit aready paid. This would appear to be on
appropriate outcome providing it takes place ot no cost 1o The complainant,

A Unsatisfactory Professional Conduct Conlrary o section 81 of the Legal Practifioners
Decree No. 14 of 2009
Particulars

Darsami Nodciu & legal practifioner, between the 11 of Jonuary 2008 and the 22¢ of Octobar
2008 tolled fo render to Reenu Devi Docker a bill of costs fo account for the wse of the sum of
$250 poid into the Tust Account of Pillal Naic & Associates on the 7 of January 2008, which
conduct occurred in Dorsami Naidu's pracfice of low. foling short of the storcderds of
com;;e*#em& c:;r;ci diligenca rhai a member ot tha public i entifled to expect of g recsoncbly
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B Unsatisfactory Professional Conduct: Conra

Practifloners Decree No, 16 of2009 -

Pardiculory

Dorsami Naidu a legal practitioner, an the 239.of Ociober 2008 charged Reena Devl Docker the
sum of 3250 in the maller of a proposed purchase of fandl Between one. Muniappa Reddy
{vendor] and Reena Devi Docker {purcheiser) when the legal services rendered in respect of
Reena Devi Docker's instructions did not justify costs of this amount, which conduct occuned in
Dorsomi Naidu’s practice of low, falling shiort ot the' standards of compelence and diigence
that a member of the public Is entitied fo expect of & raasanably competerit or professionat
legal praciifioner. St iia i ibeid . :

54. The Comploinant did not altend o give evidence ‘and the Applicant refies on

documents fendered fo establish the allegations.

5. Thers is no dispue fhaf he Complalr
and poki the sum of $2
purchase o parfoel of the Jand fr

86, The Complainant met again with the Respondent on the 9% January and then on the 102
fanuary 2008, Negotiolion between the Complainant and the vender fell through and
the fransaction waos terrminated.

ST By email dated 1 1% Jarmuary 2008 the Complainant asked the Responcdent if the sum of
F250 was Yodequate for your senvices fo dole” That same emall advises that the
fransoction was of on end. B would appecr thot the isug then became the fallure of
the Respondent fo lssue o memorandum of fees to the Complainant for the sum of $250.

58, A memorandum of fees uifimately sued [Ex R19] anchwas  doted 070 January 2008
the Respondent acknowledges thot it issued ot g loter dale and probably affer the
Complainonts filed their comploint on 250 October 2008,

5. This clearly s a matter of incompetence ond not dishonesily but in ony event failure to
render a memorandum of fess in o timely manner and prior to the Forsfer of fees from o
solicitors ust account fo his office account s unsatisfoctory professonal conduct.

&0, The memorandum of fees detalls work that would justify the fees charged and therelors
complaint 48 must ol as the allegafion is not the fdilure 1o render o memorandum of
fees but that the legal services rendered did not justify the amount charged,
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 Ms. Merlyn Deo, the complainart pa

COMPLAINT 5

A Unsatisfactory Professional {;*cshducﬁt;.-zf{i‘;;ﬁfm_

_ io section 81 of the Lagal Practiicners
Decree No, 16 of 2009 N o

Padiculars

September 1996 and the 31 of
nforred In respect of instructions she
ce fitad at the Nodi Magisteates Court,
law, folling shiort of the standards of
Cantifisd 1o expect of o reasonobly

Dersami Naidi g legal practiioner; betweer
December 2008 falled fo keep Merlyn Deo raso
hadt given him in relation to a claim for third pesty |
which conduct cccured In Dorsami Maldu's practic
competence and diigence that o member of
campetent or professional legal practifioner, .

B Unsatisfactory Professional Conduct: Contrairy 1 seéfion 81 of the Legal Prochifionsrs

Pecrese No. 16 of 2009 '

Particulors

al fee rafter -
she was invelved In o moor vehicle ¢ clober, 1995 with orie Mr, Swomi
Mahard). The Complainant was granted the payment of compensation on 17 April, 1998 by the
Magistrates Courf’s in Nadi. Mr, Noidw falled to advise the complainant of the compeansation
ard the amount payable which the complainant has not received until foday.

ic

61, The Applicont relies on the untested affidavit of the Complainant [Ex A29], ths
Complainant residing in Gueensland, Aushralia.

62.  The Comploinant engaged the Respondent in 1996 tollowing o motor vehicle accldent
inwhich she and the memiers of her family were injured when they were passengers in a
tomi the permit for which was owned by Swomi Maharg] ond Peni Mattuka and the tad
vehicle was owned by Subarmani Pillay. The vehicle wos not insured for use a¢ o tag,

63, Judgment was oblained by the Respondent in the Nod Magihate's Court in 1998
howeaver the judgment has not been able to bea anforced.

&4, Whilst there maybe some dispute as o the fees paid fo the Respondent they are in oy
svent very modest,

63 The Respondeni in his swom evidence says he kept the Complalnant informed of the
judgments obtained and of the difficulfies in enforcing the judgment, He highlights that
limited fees have been poid for the work done fo dole less done the proposed
enforcement action,

66, The only available person to enforce agoinst is Swami Moharaj and the Respondent in bis

i0




evidence says that he has no assels in his anie,

67. Whist the frustration of the Complainant is obvious applying the requisite’ siandard of
prool | am nof satisfied that the Respondent has faled to inform the complainant of the

judgment or has foilee genetally fo keep her informed. ©

A Unsafistaciony Professional ﬁohd’i;&;ii.ﬁ_jcjmm ]
Decres No, 14 of 2009

Particulars

Dorsami Naidu a legal praciitioner, betwaen the 290 ot Jung 1999 and the 28% of Apri 2005 in his
copacily as principal of Pillal Naidu & Associdtes, which faw firm R vad inst

Indar Dew in respact of the matter of Inda
pre-tial conference, ~or fo ke
conference with the counsel for the
Dorsami Naidu's practice of faw, faling st 1h
that o member of the public Is enfitled fo expect of
legal praciifioner, S

andards of competence ond diigence
¢ rsasonably competent or professional

B Unsatisfactory Professlonal Conduct: Conlrary to section Bl and Rite 8.1 {1ifb) of the
Rules of Professional Conduct of the Legal Practitioners Decree No. 14 of 2009

Parficulars

Dorsari Naidu o lsgal praciifioner, belween the 290 of lune 1999 and the 164 of Jarwsary 2006
in his capaeily as principal of Pilai Noldu & Associates which low firm had recaived instructions
from Indar Deo in the matter of Indar Deo v The Fil Times HBC 21 7/99L, failed 1o kKeep Indar Deo
recsonably infermed of the progress of matters relafing fo the civit proceedings Hiled on his
oehalf, which conduct occurred in Dorsami HWaidu's praciice of law, falling short of the
standards of diligence and competence that a member of the public s enlitied 1o expect of o
reqsenably competent or professional legal praciifioner.

c Unsatisfactory Profassionat Conduct: Confrary 1o section 81 of the Legal Practifioness
Dacree No, 14 of 2009

Parficviarns

Dorsami Naidu a legdl practifioner, from the 28" of Aprit 2005 until the 285 of Jupe 2004 In aily
capacity as prncipal of Pillal Noidu & Associotes which low Frm had received insfructions from
ndar Deo in e matter of Indor Deo v The Fijl Times HBC 217/99L failed to reinsfitute the
proceedings on behdlf of Indar Dec offer the moter had been struck out on the 281 of April
2005. which conduct occured in Dorsarmi Naldu's practice of law, faliing short of the stondards
of diigence and compelaence that o member of the public s enfitled o expect of o recsonably

compétent or professional legal practifioner.

11

uct occurred in-th ctice of
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E Professlonal Misconduck: Conlrary fo o

D Unmsallstactory Professional Conduct: Conirary 1o s
Lecres No. 14 of 200 S

Parliculers

Dorsarmi Neiidu a legal practifioner, fram fhe 3¢ o ry 2006 untll the 281 of June 2006 In his
capacity as principal of Pillol Noidu & Associates which law fim hod received Instuctions from
Indar Deo in the matter of Indar Deo v The Fijl Times Hi /951 nordinately delaved the relum
of Indar Deo's file to him, which conduct o i Nalclu's praclice of fow., faling

o member of the public is erifified to
aetiioner,

shart of the standards of competence and diligen
expect of o recsonably competent or professional

ety

of the Legal :Praﬁti-ifqaggs_ij@me' No:ldof

PHATE I e

Dorsami Noidu o legal practilioner, betwéen the 29% of June 1999 and the 281 of June 2004 in
his capacity as principal of Pillai Naidy & Associatey which tow firm bad received instruciions
from Indar Deo In the matter of Indor Deo v The Fijt Times HBC 217991, consistently falled to teach
and maintain o reasonoble slandord of competence and diigence in caryng out indor Deo's
instructions and profecting his legal interests in the sald civil motter.

68, All of these complaints arise from instructions received in 1999 rom the Compilcainant fo

commence proceedings against the Fiji Times.

49 it s clear from fhe Complainants evidence that he was o very proactive client and
visited the Respondent's premises on o regulor bass to ascerigin the progress of his
matter and to encowage action.

70. Whilst the work was performed by emplayed soficlors the Respondent appecred to be
well awore of the conduct of the malter,

71, The Complainant soys that the Respondent did insufficlent 1o obtain o hearing dote in o
timely manner and did nol cause the complation of the pre ol conlference 1o faciitate
this ocouring in a fimely manner, It would appear that the proceadings were listed for
tricl in 2002 but when Byme J vacoted the fial dote the matier retumad to the Bt fo
awailt o further date,

72, The listing procedure and the conduct of frigls prior to 2005 in High Court Lautoks & o
matter of public knowledge, The situation was dire.

12
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73,

74.

75.

76,

T

78,

79,

o be justified. i::sy Mr Nnn

In the course of a catover al oufs?mn tfers'm Lautoka F—I:gh Cﬁ:uﬁ 1y 2005 the
Respondent or his emplovee fod Ier:i fc:- ﬂpm& ‘nd ih@ proceedzngs were struck out.

To facilitate the resnsmiemeni ot Fh& nater
the Respondent, Siddharth Nmﬂdam

| ;éy,é;r if“ge;;i ;j;_'c;raéﬁ}"ﬁgféf in the office of

t-and did not suppty the affidavit for

Mr Nandan then left the employ of supply the of
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By virtue of the evidence ond the fiﬂdmg of the Fi Court of Appedl compiaint 64 must

Feoui,
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The evidence of the Compldinant and Mr Nandon confinms the Complainant was o
reguilar oftendee upon his legal representalive and was therefore kept informed of the
progress of the matter, Complaint 6B must therefore fol,

the delay post 2005 in reinstating the proceedings and delivering the Complainant his file
are not adequately explained and accordingly complaints 6C. D and E are found
proved as o yrsotisfoctory professional conduct,
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ORDERS

1. Complaints 2 and 7 are withdrawn and i::i:is_z ssel
2. Complcinis 1A, 1C, 48, 5A, 58, 6A and 68 are dismissed.

3. Complainfs 18,34, 3. 44, 6C, 4D a;a:i;{zé;éf;% aré pros

4, The Respondent s found guilty of Ur‘és;:#hsf_
Misconduct.

;er;_F;;fsfessianai Conduct and Pretessiondl

o JOHN CONNORS
7 COMMISSIONER

13 AUGUST, 2010
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