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Topic 2.1 – Equitable Breach of 
Confidence 

 
Case Name Summary 

Seager v Copydex 
Carpet Grips 

• Example case of an Equitable Obligation of Confidence and the exclusive jurisdiction 
of equity 

• Equitable remedy of equitable compensation for a breach of equitable duty of 
confidence 

Coco v ANC 
Re: Design for a moped 

engine 

• Megarry J outlines the 3 elements required for an equitable duty of confidence to 
arise 

Optus v Telstra 
About customer Data 

• Builds on the elements outlined by Megarry J above 
• Just because there is a contractual remedy, does not prevent an equitable remedy 
• Example of a gains based remedy being granted 

O'Brien v Komesaroff 
Copyright of a tax 

minimisation device 

• This case was won on a breach of copyright 
• But there was no breach of confidence that could be established 
• It failed for lack of specificity 

Johns v ASC 
ASC published transcripts of 

an interview 

• There was no equitable duty because the work was now in the public domain 
• Gaudron J outlines what the ‘public domain’ is  
• Public Domain ≠ confidential 
• But see if AFL v The Age applies 

AFL v The Age 
Published details of player 

failed drug test 

• The information could still be injuncted because not enough people saw it – the 
information had not yet entered the public domain and therefore had not yet lost its 
confidential nature 

• This was based on the view counter of a website 
Lucasfilm v Ainsworth 
Stormtrooper Helmet 

• The stormtrooper helmet is not confidential because everyone knows about it  
• It is public knowledge 

BBC v Harper Collins 
Stig case 

• The identity of the Stig was already outed by other news sources, therefore it had 
lost is confidentiality 

ABC v Lenah Game Meats 
Footage of possum meat 

processing 

• Gleeson J outlines the restricted use of personal information as well as a test for 
what is personal information 

Wright v Gasweld 
Setting up a rival store 

• Creates the test for what is corporate information 

Del Casale v Artedomus • Distinguishes corporate information from know-how 
Bolkiah v KPMG 

Stopping use of past auditor 
• Example of a future breach of equitable obligation resulting in successful injunction 
• Can prevent work 

Cth v John Fairfax 
Protecting government 

secrets 

• There is no inherent right to confidentiality of government information – in fact it is 
probably the opposite 

• If it is the government, you start from the position that there is no duty of secrecy.  
Lennon v News Group 
Publication of personal 

information from ex 

• There was no injunction because Lennon had previously talked about his married life 
to the press and therefore the public 

Campbell v Mirror 
Photos/ Rehab 

• Consider the different levels of disclosure 
• Campbell offered bare facts, but Mirror went beyond with photos therefore breach 

Giller v Procopets 
Sex tape distribution 

• Equitable compensation awarded for mental distress 
• Compensation as aggravated because the guy was a dick 

Terrapin 
Reverse Engineering / IP 

Theft 

• Example application of the springboard doctrine 
• Can't use an injunction to get ahead 

 
 
  



(0) What does the client want? 
• Can s/he sue for breach of contract?  

o Just because there is a breach of contract and a contractual remedy can be awarded, does not remove 
the right to equitable remedy.  

• Do they want equitable compensation for the breach?  
• What kind of injunction do they want? 

o Prohibitory (forbidding an act) or mandatory (ordering something be done) 
o Interim/interlocutory(brought early before a full trial to preserve the status quo) 
o Ex parte (without hearing the D) or inter parties 
o Quia timet (granted against threatened wrongs) 

(00) How can they achieve this? 
Equity affords protection to confidential information in its exclusive jurisdiction. Confidential information may be protected 
independent of any contractual or statutory obligation i.e. if there was no contract (e.g. where negotiations failed to 
conclude in a contract) or because the defendant was not a party to a contract. 
 

• Distinguish the protection equity affords to confidential information in its exclusive jurisdiction against the 
protection it confers to contractual confidences in equity’s auxiliary jurisdiction. 

o Contractual terms can be enforced by the equitable remedy of injunction if common law remedies are 
insufficient.  

o Other common law remedies are available in a common law breach such as damages.  
• But breach of confidence is concerned with situations where confidential information will be protected 

independently of any contractual or statutory obligation e.g. where there was no contract; or where the 
defendant was not a party to any contract. 

 
The Test for an equitable obligation of confidence: 
 
Megarry J in Coco sets out 3 element normally required if, apart from contract, a case of breach of confidence is to succeed: 

• (1) It must “have the necessary quality of confidence about it”.  
• (2) The information must have been imparted in circumstances importing an obligation of confidence. 
• (3) there must be an unauthorised use of that information to the detriment of the party communicating it.  

 
However, the more modern case of Optus v Telstra (2010), Finn Sundberg and Jacobson JJ provide a more robust adaptation 
of the elements required for an equitable obligation of confidence: 

o 1) Information identified with specificity 
 Unlike Coco, this is a new addition 

o 2) Necessary quality of confidence 
 Is the information confidential? 

o 3) Received in circumstances importing an obligation of confidence 
 This just means you have to know that the information is confidential 
 It can be if a contract tells you, maybe there is a confidential relationship etc… 

o 4) Actual or threatened misuse without consent.  
 Unlike Coco, there is no requirement of detriment 
 Occasionally, there will be situations where a person’s past attitude will mean that they have 

consented 
 
Because courts have been wary of setting out necessary and sufficient conditions of equitable obligation, there have been 
different cases analysing and developing each element outlined in Coco. These can be similarly applied to the test from 
Optus v Telstra. 
 
 (1) Information identified with specificity: 
If the court is to make an order requiring obligation of confidentiality to be observed, it must be able to identify clearly the 
information that is to be kept confidential. The order must have the degree of specificity sufficient to “enable the Court to 
embody it in an order” (Mason J in Komesaroff) 
 

• In the case of O'Brien v Komesaroff, the plaintiff could not specificity which section of the deed held the 
confidential information and the courts failed to find a breach of confidence. 

• The court must be able to identify clearly the information that is to be kept confidential 
o It must be identified to the extent that a binary ruling of if a breach had been committed.  

 
(2) Necessary quality of confidence 
Equity will only protect information that holds "the necessary quality of confidence about it” Per Deane J in Moorgate 
Tobacco. The position of Campbell JA in Del Casale is preferred in determining if this element is met. He asks if “a person of 



ordinary intelligence, in all the circumstances of the case, including, inter alia, the relationship of the parties and the nature 
of the information and the circumstances of its communication, recognise this information to be” confidential. 
 

• It must be a genuine secret – not in the public domain and not common knowledge. 
o It is not confident information if the information is public knowledge (Johns v ASC) 

• In Johns v ASC, Gaudron J defines “public domain” as having two distinct aspects: 
o the first is concerned with the question whether any duty of confidence arises;' 

 No obligation attaches to ‘trivial tittle-tattle’ or to information which is public property and 
public knowledge or ‘common knowledge. 

o the second is concerned with whether a duty of confidence has come to an end. 
o If it is the defendant himself who has caused the information being dissimilated see below in defences 

of Loss of Confidentiality  
 
(2B) Types of Confidential Information: 
These cases can be used to confirm the information in question holds the necessary quality of confidence 
 

• Design: The design of the Stormtrooper Helmet is not confidential (Lucasfilm v Ainsworth) 
• Identity: The identity of the Stig was already published by newspapers so Ben Collins’ book could not be 

injuncted for confidence (BBC v HarperCollins) 
• People that see it: But if it is public, but not enough people see it, it can still be confident (AFL v The Age) 

o If not enough people see it, it will remain in the realm of speculation 
• Personal Secrets: The test for personal secrets per ABC v Lenah Game Meats: 

o (Gleeson CJ) An activity is not private simply because it is not done in public. 
 But ‘information relating to health, personal relationships, or finances, may be easy to identify 

as private’ 
o The requirement that disclosure or observation of information or conduct would be: 

 highly offensive; 
 to a reasonable person; 
 of ordinary sensibilities; 

o Sexual relationships, preferences, and activity (Giller v Procopets) <not this is a VIC case 
o Medical information/Conditions etc… especially if it causes embarrassment (Campbell v Mirror Group) 

• Corporate Secrets: The test for corporate information per Kirby J in Wright v Gasweld: 
o How much skill and effort was expended to acquire the information? 
o Has the employer jealously guarded the information? 
o Has the employee made aware of the confidential nature of the information? 
o Is there an industry practice in keeping this sort of information secret? 
o Has access to the information been controlled? 
o BUT: ‘know-how’ can be carried onto the next job, confidential information cannot (Hodgeon JA in Del 

Casale & Ors. v. Artedomus) 
  



• Work/Former Clients: In Bolkiah v KPMG the firm was prevented from working for client X in an action against Y 
because they had previously acted for Y. 

o Lord Millett: The only duty to the former client which survives the termination of the client relationship 
is a continuing duty to preserve the confidentiality of information imparted during its subsistence. 

• Government Secrets: Before governmental information has sufficient confidentiality to warrant protection, it has 
to be information where it is in the public interest for disclosure to be restrained (Cth v John Fairfax) 

o ...when equity protects government information, it will look at the matter through different 
spectacles...the court will determine the government’s claim to confidentiality by reference to the public 
interest. Unless disclosure is likely to injure the public interest, it will not be protected. – Mason J 

o But start with the position that there is no duty of secrecy.  
• Third Parties 

o See Lenah Game Meats where the video was sent to the ABC; a third party 
 
(3) Importing an Obligation of Confidence 

• The test is whether any reasonable person standing in the shoes of the recipient of the information would have 
realised on reasonable grounds that the information was given to him in confidence (Coco) 

• This is a question of if the accused knew that the information was confidential.  
o Was there a contract involved? Perhaps an employment contract? 
o Was there oral communication/writing? 
o Was there something like a sealed letter? 

 
(3B) Multiple Breaches 

• In a scenario where information travels from X > A > B 
o X should seek to stop A telling B but; 
o If A tells B, then B can tell other people if he does not know it is confident information (i.e. if B is also 

innocent).  
 
(4) Actual or Threatened Misuse Without Consent 

• If there has not yet been a breach, only a threat, you can apply for a Quia timet injunction 
• Has there been detriment? 

o This is a requirement in Coco, however, was not present in the elements outlined in Optus v Telstra.  
o The law is unclear on this issue.  

• Per the case of Smith Kline & French Laboratories in order to establish Actual or Threatened Misuse: 
o The court must conclude that a confidence reposed has been abused that unconscientious use has been 

made of the information 
• Consent would generally come from the plaintiff 

 
(5) Defence:  

• Authorised Use: For example, if a celebrity tips off news.com about their secret birthday party, they cannot claim 
confidentiality when news.com publishes the pictures. 

o But it is different is Celeb A talks about being drug free, then News publishes photos of them getting 
treatment – that is still a breach as it was more than authorised by Celeb A (Campbell v Mirror Group) 

• Public Interest:  
o In NRMA v Yates it would only be acceptable in matters of national security, public health etc… but 

there is no broad public interest in the truth being told 
o But in AG Australia v Burton & Anor, Campbell J held that ‘the present status of a “public interest… is 

not clear.’  
  



• Force Disclosure: 
o In Royal Women’s hospital v Medical Practitioners Board of Victoria, a breach was established when a 

doctor was ordered to release some information, however it was successfully defended as it was a 
court ordered or statutory breach.  

• Loss of Confidentiality 
o A person who is subject to obligation is released from it by the person who is entitled to the benefit of 

the obligation 
o The information comes to be in the public domain, other than through the breach of a person who is 

subject to the duty 
o [See Gaudron J in Johns v ASC at 2.2.1(B)(1)(a)]  

 If it is the defendant himself who has caused the information being dissimilated, the cases are 
not definitive. On principle, the defendant is not released. A remedy of account for profits 
could be available even if an injunction against further publication is not available (because 
equity does nothing in vain)  

 Gaudron J defines “public domain” as having two distinct aspects: 
• the first is concerned with the question whether any duty of confidence arises; ‘No 

obligation attaches to ‘trivial tittle-tattle’ or to information which is public property 
and public knowledge or ‘common knowledge. 

• the second is concerned with whether a duty of confidence has come to an end. 
(6) Remedies: 

• Contractual Confidence: 
o Damages for breach of contract 
o If common law damages are inadequate the court may consider equitable remedies 

 E.g. Injunction to prevent further breach of contract 
o Account for profits is not awarded for breach of contract 

• Equitable Confidence: 
o Injunction for future/threatened breach (no need to show common law damages are inadequate)  
o Account of profits 

 This is assessed by reverence to the gain of the defendant rather than the loss of the 
claimant.  

 Seen in Douglas v Hello! Ltd 
o Equitable compensation (NOT CALLED DAMAGES) 

 Can be for mental distress (Giller v Procopets) 
 And can be aggravated (Giller v Procopets) 
 Loss of work 

• The Springboard Doctrine 
o This is where “an injunction may be granted to prevent the defendant from benefitting from past 

misuse of confidential information even if it is no longer confidential” 
o It states that the culprit of a breach of confidence cannot put himself in a better position than the rest 

of the market 
 Equity will prevent a defaulting confidant from being able to use information, even after it 

has entered the public domain BUT will eventually allow them to use it.  
o E.g. in Terrapin Ltd v Builders Supply Co: 

 A person who has obtained information in confidence is not allowed to use it as a spring-
board for activities detrimental to the person who made communication – Roxburgh J 
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Topic 1: The History and Nature of Equity 
1. The History and Nature of Equity 

• Equity refers to that body of cases, maxims, doctrines, rules, principles and remedies which derive 
ultimately from the specific jurisdiction established by the original English High Court of Chancery. 

 

 
 

2. What is Equity? History and Nature of Equity 
The Earl of Oxford’s Case (1615) 1 Ch Rep 1 (21 ER 485) 

FACTS: 
• The Magdalene College in Cambridge owned some land that they were prevented from selling 
• So, to get around it the College surrender some ground to the Crown and got the Crown to grant the 

land to Spinola 
• Spinola developed the land and made it nice and sold it to the Earl of Oxford 
• The College then notices that the land that they ‘sold’ was worth lots of money, so they wanted to get 

the money back 
o They wanted to engineer a dispute that ends with the college being declared the owner of 

the land 
o And then use that to claim the land back.  

ISSUE: 
• Who owns the land? 

HELD: 
• At law the College was held to own the land per the correct interpretation of the Act.  

o This was because, at law, they could not have sold the land, so it must have remained with 
College.  

• The Earl of Oxford then went to the courts of chancery where he wanted some equitable relief 
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o The Lord Chancellor put the representatives of the College in jail for refusing to answer 
questions 

o The Kings Bench took them out of jail 
• The real issue is: 

o If the decision of the common law was final or not? 
 Was their imprisonment lawful or not? 
 If the decision of the Kings Bench is final, then the imprisonment was unlawful. And 

vice versa.  
o To decide this, they went to King James, who decided in favour of equity.  

SIGNIFICANCE: 
• This is the basis of equity today 

o The super is being held legally by the super provider 
o Legally they could just keep the money forever – but equity prevents this 

 

3. The Effects of the Judicature Acts and the ‘Fusion Fallacy’ 
3.1. Equity Acts in NSW 

Supreme Court Act 1970 
• S 57 – Concurrent administration 

o The Court shall administer concurrently all rules of law, including rules of equity. 
 

Law Reform (Law and Equity) Act 1972  
• S 5 – Rules of equity to prevail 

o In all matters in which there was immediately before the commencement of this Act or is any 
conflict or variance between the rules of equity and the rules of common law relating to the 
same matter, the rules of equity shall prevail. 

 

3.2. The Fusion of Law and Equity 
• Any judge in the NSW legal system can decide points of law and equity 

o But it is only supposed to be the administration of equity that has been merged. The law 
itself should not have been changed. 

• The fusion is meant to stop you bouncing between the courts to get a remedy 
o It is not supposed to change the final outcome 

 BUT there are some cases that suggest otherwise 
 

3.3. What is Fusion Fallacy 
• It is a case the outcome of which can only be explained by the fusion fallacy 

o I.e. that can only be explained by thinking that law and equity has been merged 
 

Day v Mead [1987] 2 NZLR 443 
Example of nonsense reasoning and the Fusion Fallacy 

SUMMARY: 
• A fiduciary relationship is a special relationship where the fiduciary is in a position of power i.e. a 

client of a solicitor is a principle 
• In this case, a solicitor gave advice to a client and the client lost money 

o The client sued and won for the breach of fiduciary duty 
 The amount the client won was reduced because of contributory negligence 
 This is an example of a fusion fallacy as it makes no sense 

• The nature of a fiduciary relationship is one where the vulnerable cannot look after their own 
interest… but then it makes no sense to reduce the damages because the vulnerable party could not 
look after their own interests… 

SIGNIFICANCE: 
• This was not followed in NSW 
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o The real answer to this case was that there was no real breach of fiduciary duty because the 
solicitor was not acting as a solicitor.  

o This means it should not have been a fiduciary case in the first place.   
 

Walsh v Lonsdale (1882) 21 Ch D 9 
FACTS: 

• A landlord granted a 7-year lease to a tenant, but the lease did not satisfy the legal formalities and 
was therefore the lease was ineffective at law 

o The tenant still entered the premises and the landlord demanded 1 years rent in advance 
o The tenant refused and the landlord seized the tenant’s goods and the tenant sued 

ISSUE: 
• Was the distress of goods lawful or not? 

o This depended on the bigger question: 
o The distress of good would be lawful if the tenant owed the rent in advance 

 The rent would be owed if the lease was lawful 
• The question therefore is: Did the tenant owe the money?  

HELD: 
• Someone with the right to seek specific performance stands in the same position of some with a legal 

lease 
• If there had not been a fusion: 

o The Landlord would have gone to the court of equity first to win BUT the tenant would win a 
court of law and the landlord would have to give the goods back 

SIGNIFICANCE: 
• As held by the HCA in Chan v Cresdon Pty Ltd, the courts of equity have a power to backdate specific 

performance 
o This case was similar where there was only an equitable lease because there was no 

compliance sufficient to a legal lease 
 The question was if a guarantee under a legal lease also applied to an equitable 

lease 
o This case is only important in its application of explaining Wash v Lonsdale 

• W v L says that you have this right now because even if you had gone and gotten it, it would have 
been backdated 

o W v L has an argument of fusion fallacy 
 
 

Harris v Digital Pulse Pty Ltd (2003) 56 NSWLR 298 
FACTS: 

• An employee worked for the benefit of his own company contrary to his contract with another 
company 

o The employee was fired, and the employer sought exemplary damages from him for breach 
of fiduciary duty 

ISSUE: 
• Could punitive damages/exemplary duty available for a breach of fiduciary duty?  

o Does equity recognise a punitive/exemplary response? 
HELD: 

• 2:1 – Equity did not recognise a punishment element 
SIGNIFICANCE: 

• The concept of a fusion fallacy does not mean the law cannot change 
• In this case, Mason J (dissent) knew that it might not be the case 

o He did not allow it because fusion had happened 
o He utilised first principles 
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3.4. Nomenclature 
• Sometimes equity acts in a common law right but other times in its own rights 

o I.e. sometimes the cause of action is legal (i.e. breach of contract) and the response is 
equitable (i.e. rescission) 

• The question to ask is if equity is acting in aid of its own rights or legal rights? 
o If equity is aiding its own rights/equitable wrongs: (i.e. breach of trust or fiduciary duty) 

 Equity can simply aid in equitable rights 
 You do not have to ask if damages   

o If equity is aiding in legal rights/legal wrongs: (i.e. breach of contract or trespass) 
 There is a middle step 
 For equity to aid in legal rights, damages must be inadequate. 

• You MUST ask if the legal damages are sufficient.  
• If the legal response if adequate, then equity cannot act.  

o For example, if you there is a trespass because some dude is sitting in your front yard, you 
will get damages, but you don’t want damages, you want the person out of your house, 
Then, you have to ask if the legal remedy of adequate. In this case, it is not. And now, 
equitable relief can be granted.  

 

4. Maxims of Equity 
• He who seeks equity must do equity 

o The remedy granted must also be equitable/fair for the other party 
• He who comes to equity must come with clean hands 
• Legal interest will generally prevail over equitable (unless there is postponing conduct) 
• Where the equities are equal the law prevails 
• Where the equities are equal the first in time prevails 
• Delay defeats equity 
• Equity looks to intention rather than form 

o Equity cannot affect legal title (Corrin v Patton) 
o Also see trusts 

• Equity presumes equality 
o I.e. if there was a trust created for two children, it would be assumed to be a 50/50 swap  

• Equity regards as done that which ought to be done 
• Equity acts in personam 

o Rights are enforced by order of the court directing the person (think trustee) to do 
something 

o E.g. In the case of Penn v Lord Baltimore, there was a land dispute in the USA as to who 
owned a certain parcel of land. An agreement was reached as to how to divide the land. 
Penn sued Baltimore when Baltimore tried to derogate from this agreement. The courts in 
London ordered Baltimore to comply with the American agreement. It could only do this 
because the English equitable court acts in personam.  

• Equity will not assist a volunteer 
o Equity will not assist people who are disappointed they did not receive a gift 
o If, however, a trust was created for value, then equity will assist.  
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2.1 Breach of Confidence 
Case Name Summary 

Seager v Copydex 
Carpet Grips 

• Example case of an Equitable Obligation of Confidence and the 
exclusive jurisdiction of equity 

• Equitable remedy of equitable compensation for a breach of equitable 
duty of confidence 

Coco v ANC 
Re: Design for a moped engine 

• Megarry J outlines the 3 elements required for an equitable duty of 
confidence to arise 

Optus v Telstra 
About customer Data 

• Builds on the elements outlined by Megarry J above 
• Just because there is a contractual remedy, does not prevent an 

equitable remedy 
• Example of a gains based remedy being granted 

O'Brien v Komesaroff 
Copyright of a tax minimisation 

device 

• This case was won on a breach of copyright 
• But there was no breach of confidence that could be established 
• It failed for lack of specificity 

Johns v ASC 
ASC published transcripts of an 

interview 

• There was no equitable duty because the work was now in the public 
domain 

• Gaudron J outlines what the ‘public domain’ is  
• Public Domain ≠ confidential 
• But see if AFL v The Age applies 

AFL v The Age 
Published details of player 

failed drug test 

• The information could still be injuncted because not enough people 
saw it – the information had not yet entered the public domain and 
therefore had not yet lost its confidential nature 

• This was based on the view counter of a website 

Lucasfilm v Ainsworth 
Stormtrooper Helmet 

• The stormtrooper helmet is not confidential because everyone knows 
about it  

• It is public knowledge 
BBC v Harper Collins 

Stig case 

• The identity of the Stig was already outed by other news sources, 
therefore it had lost is confidentiality 

ABC v Lenah Game 
Meats 

Footage of possum meat 
processing 

• Gleeson J outlines the restricted use of personal information as well as 
a test for what is personal information 

Wright v Gasweld 
Setting up a rival store 

• Creates the test for what is corporate information 

Del Casale v Artedomus • Distinguishes corporate information from know-how 

Bolkiah v KPMG 
Stopping use of past auditor 

• Example of a future breach of equitable obligation resulting in 
successful injunction 

• Can prevent work 

Cth v John Fairfax 
Protecting government secrets 

• There is no inherent right to confidentiality of government information 
– in fact it is probably the opposite 

• If it is the government, you start from the position that there is no duty 
of secrecy.  

Lennon v News Group 
Publication of personal 

information from ex 

• There was no injunction because Lennon had previously talked about 
his married life to the press and therefore the public 

Campbell v Mirror 
Photos/ Rehab 

• Consider the different levels of disclosure 
• Campbell offered bare facts, but Mirror went beyond with photos 

therefore breach 
Giller v Procopets 
Sex tape distribution 

• Equitable compensation awarded for mental distress 
• Compensation as aggravated because the guy was a dick 

Terrapin 
Reverse Engineering / IP Theft 

• Example application of the springboard doctrine 
• Can't use an injunction to get ahead 
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1. Breach of Confidence 
1.1. Concurrent Jurisdiction 

• Both equity and common law will apply here to provide remedies to a breach of confidence in: 
o Express contractual obligations: where there is an explicit contractual obligation of 

confidence e.g. employment contract, product distribution agreements, manufacturing 
licensing agreements etc. 

o Implied contractual obligations: where the contract can imply an obligation of confidence 
e.g. a contract of employment general has a term requiring the employee to observe good 
faith 

• The remedy will usually be either: 
o Damages or; 
o An Injunction to: 

 Stop a past breach from happening again 
 Stop a continuing breach 
 Preventing a future breach aka, a quia timet injunction 

1.2. Exclusive Jurisdiction 
• Only equity can assist where there is a: 

o An obligation of confidence that arises from the circumstances in which the information is 
communicated or obtained and; 

o This is breached 
o E.g. Coco v AN Clark, Optus v Telstra (2010), Seager Limited v Copydex  

 
Seager Limited v Copydex Limited [1967] 2 All ER 415 

Example case of an Equitable Obligation of Confidence and the exclusive jurisdiction of equity / Carpet Grips 
FACTS: 

• A plaintiff had approached the company about marketing a type of carpet grip 
o While discussing this, the plaintiff mentioned another kind of carpet grip 
o After negotiations broke down, the company patented the second type of carpet grip 

ISSUE: 
• There is no contract here so there is no contractual duty of confidence 

o The common law cannot assist. 
• But is there an equitable duty of confidence?  

HELD: 
• Yes, there was a breach of an equitable duty of confidence 
• The remedy here was equitable compensation 
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2. Scaffold 
(0) What does the client want? 

• Can s/he sue for breach of contract?  
o Just because there is a breach of contract and a contractual remedy can be awarded, does 

not remove the right to equitable remedy.  
• Do they want equitable compensation for the breach?  
• What kind of injunction do they want? 

o Prohibitory (forbidding an act) or mandatory (ordering something be done) 
o Interim/interlocutory(brought early before a full trial to preserve the status quo) 
o Ex parte (without hearing the D) or inter parties 
o Quia timet (granted against threatened wrongs) 

(00) How can they achieve this? 
Equity affords protection to confidential information in its exclusive jurisdiction. Confidential information may 
be protected independent of any contractual or statutory obligation i.e. if there was no contract (e.g. where 
negotiations failed to conclude in a contract) or because the defendant was not a party to a contract. 
 

• Distinguish the protection equity affords to confidential information in its exclusive jurisdiction 
against the protection it confers to contractual confidences in equity’s auxiliary jurisdiction. 

o Contractual terms can be enforced by the equitable remedy of injunction if common law 
remedies are insufficient.  

o Other common law remedies are available in a common law breach such as damages.  
• But breach of confidence is concerned with situations where confidential information will be 

protected independently of any contractual or statutory obligation e.g. where there was no contract; 
or where the defendant was not a party to any contract. 

 
The Test for an equitable obligation of confidence: 
 
Megarry J in Coco sets out 3 element normally required if, apart from contract, a case of breach of confidence 
is to succeed: 

• (1) It must “have the necessary quality of confidence about it”.  
• (2) The information must have been imparted in circumstances importing an obligation of 

confidence. 
• (3) there must be an unauthorised use of that information to the detriment of the party 

communicating it.  
 
However, the more modern case of Optus v Telstra (2010), Finn Sundberg and Jacobson JJ provide a more 
robust adaptation of the elements required for an equitable obligation of confidence: 

o 1) Information identified with specificity 
 Unlike Coco, this is a new addition 

o 2) Necessary quality of confidence 
 Is the information confidential? 

o 3) Received in circumstances importing an obligation of confidence 
 This just means you have to know that the information is confidential 
 It can be if a contract tells you, maybe there is a confidential relationship etc… 

o 4) Actual or threatened misuse without consent.  
 Unlike Coco, there is no requirement of detriment 
 Occasionally, there will be situations where a person’s past attitude will mean that 

they have consented 
 
Because courts have been wary of setting out necessary and sufficient conditions of equitable obligation, there 
have been different cases analysing and developing each element outlined in Coco. These can be similarly 
applied to the test from Optus v Telstra. 
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(1) Information identified with specificity: 
If the court is to make an order requiring obligation of confidentiality to be observed, it must be able to identify 
clearly the information that is to be kept confidential. The order must have the degree of specificity sufficient to 
“enable the Court to embody it in an order” (Mason J in Komesaroff) 
 

• In the case of O'Brien v Komesaroff, the plaintiff could not specificity which section of the deed held 
the confidential information and the courts failed to find a breach of confidence. 

• The court must be able to identify clearly the information that is to be kept confidential 
o It must be identified to the extent that a binary ruling of if a breach had been committed.  

 
(2) Necessary quality of confidence 
Equity will only protect information that holds "the necessary quality of confidence about it” Per Deane J in 
Moorgate Tobacco. The position of Campbell JA in Del Casale is preferred in determining if this element is met. 
He asks if “a person of ordinary intelligence, in all the circumstances of the case, including, inter alia, the 
relationship of the parties and the nature of the information and the circumstances of its communication, 
recognise this information to be” confidential. 
 

• It must be a genuine secret – not in the public domain and not common knowledge. 
o It is not confident information if the information is public knowledge (Johns v ASC) 

• In Johns v ASC, Gaudron J defines “public domain” as having two distinct aspects: 
o the first is concerned with the question whether any duty of confidence arises;' 

 No obligation attaches to ‘trivial tittle-tattle’ or to information which is public 
property and public knowledge or ‘common knowledge. 

o the second is concerned with whether a duty of confidence has come to an end. 
o If it is the defendant himself who has caused the information being dissimilated see below in 

defences of Loss of Confidentiality  
 
(2B) Types of Confidential Information: 
These cases can be used to confirm the information in question holds the necessary quality of confidence 
 

• Design: The design of the Stormtrooper Helmet is not confidential (Lucasfilm v Ainsworth) 
• Identity: The identity of the Stig was already published by newspapers so Ben Collins’ book could not 

be injuncted for confidence (BBC v HarperCollins) 
• People that see it: But if it is public, but not enough people see it, it can still be confident (AFL v The 

Age) 
o If not enough people see it, it will remain in the realm of speculation 

• Personal Secrets: The test for personal secrets per ABC v Lenah Game Meats: 
o (Gleeson CJ) An activity is not private simply because it is not done in public. 

 But ‘information relating to health, personal relationships, or finances, may be easy 
to identify as private’ 

o The requirement that disclosure or observation of information or conduct would be: 
 highly offensive; 
 to a reasonable person; 
 of ordinary sensibilities; 

o Sexual relationships, preferences, and activity (Giller v Procopets) <not this is a VIC case 
o Medical information/Conditions etc… especially if it causes embarrassment (Campbell v 

Mirror Group) 
• Corporate Secrets: The test for corporate information per Kirby J in Wright v Gasweld: 

o How much skill and effort was expended to acquire the information? 
o Has the employer jealously guarded the information? 
o Has the employee made aware of the confidential nature of the information? 
o Is there an industry practice in keeping this sort of information secret? 
o Has access to the information been controlled? 
o BUT: ‘know-how’ can be carried onto the next job, confidential information cannot (Hodgeon 

JA in Del Casale & Ors. v. Artedomus) 
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• Work/Former Clients: In Bolkiah v KPMG the firm was prevented from working for client X in an 
action against Y because they had previously acted for Y. 

o Lord Millett: The only duty to the former client which survives the termination of the client 
relationship is a continuing duty to preserve the confidentiality of information imparted 
during its subsistence. 

• Government Secrets: Before governmental information has sufficient confidentiality to warrant 
protection, it has to be information where it is in the public interest for disclosure to be restrained 
(Cth v John Fairfax) 

o ...when equity protects government information, it will look at the matter through different 
spectacles...the court will determine the government’s claim to confidentiality by reference to 
the public interest. Unless disclosure is likely to injure the public interest, it will not be 
protected. – Mason J 

o But start with the position that there is no duty of secrecy.  
• Third Parties 

o See Lenah Game Meats where the video was sent to the ABC; a third party 
 
(3) Importing an Obligation of Confidence 

• The test is whether any reasonable person standing in the shoes of the recipient of the information 
would have realised on reasonable grounds that the information was given to him in confidence 
(Coco) 

• This is a question of if the accused knew that the information was confidential.  
o Was there a contract involved? Perhaps an employment contract? 
o Was there oral communication/writing? 
o Was there something like a sealed letter? 

 
(3B) Multiple Breaches 

• In a scenario where information travels from X > A > B 
o X should seek to stop A telling B but; 
o If A tells B, then B can tell other people if he does not know it is confident information (i.e. if 

B is also innocent).  
 
(4) Actual or Threatened Misuse Without Consent 

• If there has not yet been a breach, only a threat, you can apply for a Quia timet injunction 
• Has there been detriment? 

o This is a requirement in Coco, however, was not present in the elements outlined in Optus v 
Telstra.  

o The law is unclear on this issue.  
• Per the case of Smith Kline & French Laboratories in order to establish Actual or Threatened Misuse: 

o The court must conclude that a confidence reposed has been abused that unconscientious use 
has been made of the information 

• Consent would generally come from the plaintiff 
 
(5) Defence:  

• Authorised Use: For example, if a celebrity tips off news.com about their secret birthday party, they 
cannot claim confidentiality when news.com publishes the pictures. 

o But it is different is Celeb A talks about being drug free, then News publishes photos of them 
getting treatment – that is still a breach as it was more than authorised by Celeb A (Campbell 
v Mirror Group) 

• Public Interest:  
o In NRMA v Yates it would only be acceptable in matters of national security, public health 

etc… but there is no broad public interest in the truth being told 
o But in AG Australia v Burton & Anor, Campbell J held that ‘the present status of a “public 

interest… is not clear.’  
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• Force Disclosure: 
o In Royal Women’s hospital v Medical Practitioners Board of Victoria, a breach was 

established when a doctor was ordered to release some information, however it was 
successfully defended as it was a court ordered or statutory breach.  

• Loss of Confidentiality 
o A person who is subject to obligation is released from it by the person who is entitled to the 

benefit of the obligation 
o The information comes to be in the public domain, other than through the breach of a person 

who is subject to the duty 
o [See Gaudron J in Johns v ASC at 2.2.1(B)(1)(a)]  

 If it is the defendant himself who has caused the information being dissimilated, the 
cases are not definitive. On principle, the defendant is not released. A remedy of 
account for profits could be available even if an injunction against further 
publication is not available (because equity does nothing in vain)  

 Gaudron J defines “public domain” as having two distinct aspects: 
• the first is concerned with the question whether any duty of confidence 

arises; ‘No obligation attaches to ‘trivial tittle-tattle’ or to information 
which is public property and public knowledge or ‘common knowledge. 

• the second is concerned with whether a duty of confidence has come to an 
end. 

(6) Remedies: 
• Contractual Confidence: 

o Damages for breach of contract 
o If common law damages are inadequate the court may consider equitable remedies 

 E.g. Injunction to prevent further breach of contract 
o Account for profits is not awarded for breach of contract 

• Equitable Confidence: 
o Injunction for future/threatened breach (no need to show common law damages are 

inadequate)  
o Account of profits 

 This is assessed by reverence to the gain of the defendant rather than the loss of 
the claimant.  

 Seen in Douglas v Hello! Ltd 
o Equitable compensation (NOT CALLED DAMAGES) 

 Can be for mental distress (Giller v Procopets) 
 And can be aggravated (Giller v Procopets) 
 Loss of work 

• The Springboard Doctrine 
o This is where “an injunction may be granted to prevent the defendant from benefitting from 

past misuse of confidential information even if it is no longer confidential” 
o It states that the culprit of a breach of confidence cannot put himself in a better position 

than the rest of the market 
 Equity will prevent a defaulting confidant from being able to use information, even 

after it has entered the public domain BUT will eventually allow them to use it.  
o E.g. in Terrapin Ltd v Builders Supply Co: 

 A person who has obtained information in confidence is not allowed to use it as a 
spring-board for activities detrimental to the person who made communication – 
Roxburgh J 
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2.1. Cases: Generally 
Coco v AN Clark (Engineers) Ltd [1969] RPC 41 

FACTS: 
• There was a design for a moped engine 

ISSUE: 
• Should an interim injunction be granted?  

HELD: 
• Three Part Test from Megarry J: In my judgment, three elements are normally re- quired if, apart from 

contract, a case of breach of confidence is to succeed. 
o First, the information it- self, in the words of Lord Greene, M.R. in the Saltman case on page 

215, must “have the necessary quality of confidence about it”.  
o Secondly, that information must have been imparted in circumstances importing an 

obligation of confidence.  
o Thirdly, there must be an unauthorised use of that information to the detriment of the party 

communicating it.  
 BUT a proof of detriment is not a necessary element as you do not have to prove 

loss. An available equitable remedy does not require damage.  
 

Optus Networks Pty Ltd v Telstra Corporation (2010) 265 ALR 281 
Preferred case rather than the one above 

FACTS: 
• At the time of this case, Telstrap and Optus both owned large portions of the telecommunications 

network in Australia 
o Although they owned the networks, they had to offer the network for other companies 

• This meant that if you were in a Telstra area but were an Optus customer, Telstra could see what was 
happening and vice versa. 

o Telstra and Optus promised, via a contract, to not peep on the other 
o In the contract there was a clause that said the company to break the agreement would owe 

the other $x 
• Telstra breaks this agreement and Optus sues 

o Optus wants more than the $x from the contract  
ISSUE: 

• Can Optus rely on the equitable duty of confidence to get more relief?  
HELD: 

• In a broad sense, equity was not ousted even though it was regarding two massive companies 
• It was found that the wording of the contract did not exclude equitable duty 

o Just because there is a contractual remedy, it does not oust equitable remedy 
 The contractual/common law remedy can still be inadequate 

o Therefore, Optus could seek equitable remedy such as gains based remedy etc… 
SIGNIFICANCE: 

• This case creates the new test for an equitable obligation of confidence. See above for the scaffold.  

2.2. Cases: Information identified with specificity 
O'Brien v Komesaroff (1982) 150 CLR 310 

FACTS: 
• An insurance salesman and solicitor marketed tax minimisation devices 

o It was the solicitor that actually came up with the device 
o They had a falling out and the insurance salesman kept selling these devices and the solicitor 

wanted him to stop 
HELD: 

• The solicitor sued and won on breach of copyright but lost on breach of confidence because: 
o He could not identify with specificity which section of the deed held the confidential 

information 
o There is nothing in the trust deed per se which gives any indication that it is information of 

confidential nature.  
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2.3. Cases: Necessary quality of confidence 
• The information needs to be of a confidential nature 

o This means it can’t be publicly known as this would no longer constitute a breach of 
confidence 

 This also creates an issue as once the information is out, there is no point seeking an 
injunction because the information is already out there 

 
Johns v Australian Securities Commission (1993) 178 CLR 408 

FACTS: 
• The ASC had published transcripts of interviews with Johns regarding a collapse of a large number of 

companies 
ISSUE: 

• Was there a breach of confidence? 
o Where his words in this interview confidential? 

HELD: 
• No 

o The information was now in the public domain and therefore no longer confidential. 
• (Gaudron J) the term “public domain” has two distinct aspects: 

o the first is concerned with the question whether any duty of confidence arises; 
o the second is concerned with whether a duty of confidence has come to an end. 

 
Lucasfilm Limited v Ainsworth 

SUMMARY: 
• Someone sold the stormtrooper helmet design 

o This information was not confidential as everyone knew about Star Wars  
• Lucasfilm did however win on other grounds 

 
BBC v Harper Collins (2010) EWHC 2424 

SUMMARY: 
• This is when Top Gear sued the original Stig when he published a tell-all book  
• This claim failed because the identity of the Stig had already been released by newspapers.  

 
AFL v The Age 

SUMMARY: 
• The Age Newspaper published the details of an AFL player who had failed a drugs test 

o It was caught and the information was taken down 
o The data showed that a very small number of people had clicked on the web page 

• It was held that the information had not lost its confidential nature 
o It still remained as speculation’ – Callum J 

 

2.3.1. Personal Secrets 

ABC v Lenah Game Meats Pty Ltd [2001] HCA 63 
SUMMARY: 

• Gleeson J: Certain kinds of information about a person, such as information relating to health, 
personal relationships, or finances, may be easy to identify as private;  

• as may certain kinds of activity, which a reasonable person, applying contemporary standards of 
morals and behaviour, would understand to be meant to be unobserved.  

• The Test for PERSONAL INFORMATION: The requirement that disclosure or observation of 
information or conduct would be: 

o highly offensive; 
o to a reasonable person; 
o of ordinary sensibilities; 
o is in many circumstances a useful practical test of what is private. 
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2.3.2. Corporate Secrets 
 Wright v Gasweld (1991) 22 NSWLR 317 

SUMMARY: 
• The Test for CORPORATE INFORMATION: 

o How much skill and effort was expended to acquire the information? 
o Has the employer jealously guarded the information? 
o Has the employee made aware of the confidential nature of the information? 
o Is there an industry practice in keeping this sort of information secret? 
o Has access to the information been controlled? 

 
Del Casale & Ors. v. Artedomus (Aust) Pty. Limited [2007] NSWCA 172 

SUMMARY: 
• Know-how or Confidential 

o Know-how can be carried onto the next job, confidential information cannot.  
• However, where the confidential information is something that is ascertainable by enquiry or 

experiment, albeit perhaps substantial enquiry or experiment, and the know-how which the ex-
employee is clearly entitled to use extends to knowledge of the question which the confidential 
information answers, it becomes artificial to treat the confidential information as severable and 
distinguishable from that know-how; and in that kind of case, courts have tended not to grant relief. – 
Hodgson JA 

 

2.3.3. Preventing Work 

Bolkiah v KPMG [1999] 2 AC 222 
FACTS: 

• B was the brother of a sultan or some country. He had been extremely rich with money everywhere 
o He fell out with the Sultan 
o The Sultan asked for tenders from big accountant firms to go and find the money 

ISSUE: 
• KPMG in the past had worked for Bolkiah, so Bolkiah sued them seeking and order to say they could 

not work on the new business.  
HELD: 

• KPMG were prevented from working with the Sultan on the new business 
 

2.3.4. Government Secrets 
• The government will usually have other methods to enforce the keeping of their secrets 

 
Commonwealth v John Fairfax & Sons Ltd (1980) 147 CLR 39 

SUMMARY: 
• The government did not succeed in protecting their secrets 

o There was no inherent right to keep things confidential 
• This is not to say that equity will not protect information in the hands of the government, but it is to 

say that when equity protects government information it will look at the matter through different 
spectacles. 

•  Accordingly, the court will determine the government's claim to confidentiality by reference to the 
public interest. Unless disclosure is likely to injure the public interest, it will not be protected. 

SIGNIFICANCE: 
• If it is the government, you start from the position that there is no duty of secrecy.  

 

2.4. Cases: Importing an Obligation of Confidence 
• This is ultimately a question of: did you know it was confidential. 
• For example: 

o A contract cannot turn something that is not confidential into something confidential 
o BUT it can say that x information is indeed confidential 
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o A contract is a way you can be told information is confidential 
• It is pretty common sense as to what is confidential – there does not have to be a contract. 

o For example; a sealed letter with a name is likely confidential 
 

Moorgate Tobacco Co. Ltd v. Philip Morris Ltd 
SUMMARY: 

• [The basis of the obligation] lies in the notion of an obligation of conscience arising from the 
circumstances in or through which the information was communicated or obtained.  

 

2.4.1. Multiple Breaches 
• Think Chinese whispers from X > A > B 

o X can still stop both A and B from telling the secret.  
o You can’t stop B if they didn’t know it was confidential. 

 But as soon as they know, likely by you telling/suing them, then you can stop them.  
 It all comes down to if B knows the information is confidential rather than the 

relationships between the parties.  
 Also note that B, the third party, has to be innocent. 

 

2.5. Cases: Actual or Threatened Misuse Without Consent 
2.5.1. Threatened Misuse 

• Quia timet injunction applies to threatened misuse 
• It is valid 

2.5.2. Unauthorised Misuse 
• This implies that there is an authorised use 

o It arises for example when Celebrity A stages some beach pics and tips off the paparazzi  
o A cannot turn around and say that it was an unauthorised misuse because of A’s past actions 

 
 Lennon v News Group Newspapers [1978] FSR 573 

SUMMARY: 
• Lennon’s ex-wife was going to publish stuff about her past married life. 
• An injunction was not granted to Lennon because he had previously talked about his married life.  

 
Campbell v Mirror Group Newspapers Ltd [2004] UKHL 22 

SUMMARY: 
• Campbell lied to the papers about being drug free – but she wasn’t 
• The Mirror took photos of her going to a rehab clinic 
• The judge held that it was still a breach of confidence 

o It would not have been a breach if they had just reported on it because of her lying etc… and 
had previously authorised discussion.  

o But the photo was a breach of confidence because it showed where it was, and what she 
looked like going in. This was because it was more than the bare facts.  

 

3. Defences 
• Is there a public interest defence against a breach of confidence 

o E.g. in Australia (NRMA v Yates) it would only be acceptable in matters of national security, 
public health etc… 

o There is no broad public interest in the truth being told 
• Force Disclosure 

o Royal Women’s hospital v Medical Practitioners Board of Victoria 
o There was a public inquiring into late term terminations 
o Doctors were ordered to release certain information on some women 

 This normally would have been a breach of confidence,  
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 But they had a defence that it was a court ordered or statutory breach.  
o It is still a breach of confidence, but it is defended 

 

4. Remedies 
• The remedy for a contractual breach is damages 

o Common law remedy 
• The remedy for threatened breach of contract is an injunction to prevent the breach 

o Equitable remedy  
• A remedy for an equitable breach is normally: 

o An injunction – when you can stop the breach before it happens  
o Equitable compensation – can show that loss has been suffered 
o Account of profits – when you think you can get more based on what the other person has 

gained 
 

Giller v Procopets (2008) 24 VR 1 at [394]-[403] 
FACTS: 

• This case involved a sex tape where a man made a video having sex with his partner 
o She did not consent to him showing the sex tape to her family  

• The breach of confidence here was him showing the video 
ISSUE: 

• She had emotional loss, but no quantifiable loss. 
o He did not make a gain either.  

• What should her damages be? 
HELD: 

• She was still compensated (equitable compensation) for mental distress. 
o It was $40K with an additional $10K for aggravated because the guy was a dick about the 

whole thing 
o It was not punitive – which you can’t have (Harris v Digital Pulse) 

4.1.1. The Springboard Doctrine 
• This is the idea that the culprit of a breach of confidence cannot put himself in a better position than 

the rest of the market  
o E.g. Company A brings out a new product, Company B reverse engineers it and brings out a 

similar product 6 months later.  
 But Company C breaches confidence and gets to sell it after 2 months 
 Therefore, to protect Company B, the court may order C to not sell the product until 

6 months.  
Terrapin Ltd v Builders Supply Co (Hays) Ltd [1967] 

FACTS: 
• A pre-fabricated structure was put on the market and was susceptible to reverse engineering. 
• The defendants breached confidence by using the designs of the plaintiff and, by doing so, got a head 

start on other competitors in the field. 
HELD: 

• To counter this unfair advantage, the court ordered that the defendant be placed under a special 
disability in the form of an injunction preventing it from entering the market, which lasted until the 
information had fully reached the public domain. 

 

  


	1. The History and Nature of Equity
	2. What is Equity? History and Nature of Equity
	The Earl of Oxford’s Case (1615) 1 Ch Rep 1 (21 ER 485)

	3. The Effects of the Judicature Acts and the ‘Fusion Fallacy’
	3.1. Equity Acts in NSW
	Supreme Court Act 1970
	Law Reform (Law and Equity) Act 1972

	3.2. The Fusion of Law and Equity
	3.3. What is Fusion Fallacy
	Day v Mead [1987] 2 NZLR 443
	Example of nonsense reasoning and the Fusion Fallacy

	Walsh v Lonsdale (1882) 21 Ch D 9
	Harris v Digital Pulse Pty Ltd (2003) 56 NSWLR 298

	3.4. Nomenclature

	4. Maxims of Equity
	Carpet Grips
	Re: Design for a moped engine
	About customer Data
	Copyright of a tax minimisation device
	ASC published transcripts of an interview
	Published details of player failed drug test
	Stormtrooper Helmet
	Stig case
	Footage of possum meat processing
	Setting up a rival store
	Stopping use of past auditor
	Protecting government secrets
	Publication of personal information from ex
	Photos/ Rehab
	Sex tape distribution
	Reverse Engineering / IP Theft
	1. Breach of Confidence
	1.1. Concurrent Jurisdiction
	1.2. Exclusive Jurisdiction
	Seager Limited v Copydex Limited [1967] 2 All ER 415
	Example case of an Equitable Obligation of Confidence and the exclusive jurisdiction of equity / Carpet Grips



	2. Scaffold
	2.1. Cases: Generally
	Coco v AN Clark (Engineers) Ltd [1969] RPC 41
	Optus Networks Pty Ltd v Telstra Corporation (2010) 265 ALR 281
	Preferred case rather than the one above


	2.2. Cases: Information identified with specificity
	O'Brien v Komesaroff (1982) 150 CLR 310

	2.3. Cases: Necessary quality of confidence
	Johns v Australian Securities Commission (1993) 178 CLR 408
	Lucasfilm Limited v Ainsworth
	BBC v Harper Collins (2010) EWHC 2424
	AFL v The Age
	2.3.1. Personal Secrets
	ABC v Lenah Game Meats Pty Ltd [2001] HCA 63

	2.3.2. Corporate Secrets
	Wright v Gasweld (1991) 22 NSWLR 317
	Del Casale & Ors. v. Artedomus (Aust) Pty. Limited [2007] NSWCA 172

	2.3.3. Preventing Work
	Bolkiah v KPMG [1999] 2 AC 222

	2.3.4. Government Secrets
	Commonwealth v John Fairfax & Sons Ltd (1980) 147 CLR 39


	2.4. Cases: Importing an Obligation of Confidence
	Moorgate Tobacco Co. Ltd v. Philip Morris Ltd
	2.4.1. Multiple Breaches

	2.5. Cases: Actual or Threatened Misuse Without Consent
	2.5.1. Threatened Misuse
	2.5.2. Unauthorised Misuse
	Lennon v News Group Newspapers [1978] FSR 573
	Campbell v Mirror Group Newspapers Ltd [2004] UKHL 22



	3. Defences
	4. Remedies
	Giller v Procopets (2008) 24 VR 1 at [394]-[403]
	4.1.1. The Springboard Doctrine
	Terrapin Ltd v Builders Supply Co (Hays) Ltd [1967]


	Lease of flats over WWII / Discount
	Subdividing Land / Access Points
	Husband and Wife
	Construction of a building
	Supermarket Lease
	Son stays on farm for promise of land
	Cheating husband / burnt down house
	Sailor sues
	1. Scaffold
	2. Introduction to Estoppel
	3. Types of Estoppel
	3.1. Promissory Estoppel
	Central London Property Trust Ltd v High Trees House Ltd [1947] 1 KB 130

	3.2. Proprietary Estoppel
	Crabb v Arun District Council [1976] Ch 179
	Proprietary Estoppel / Possible promissory estoppel

	Pascoe v Turner [1979] 1 WLR 431 (CA)
	Example of a proprietary estoppel

	3.2.1. Representation
	Waltons Stores (Interstate) Ltd v Maher (1988) 164 CLR 87
	Representation was found.

	Austotel Ltd v Franklins Ltd (1989) 16 NSWLR 582
	Link this case with Walton Stores / similar facts, but no representation




	4. Minimum Equity
	Giumelli v Giumelli (1999) 196 CLR 101
	Sidhu v Van Dyke (2014) 251 CLR 505
	Commonwealth v Verwayen (1990) 170 CLR 394
	Equitable Estoppel


	1. Scaffold
	1. Specific Performance
	1.1. Injunctions v Specific Performance
	1.2. Process
	1.3. Damages must be inadequate
	Adderley v Dixon (1824)
	Howard Perry v British Railways Board
	Cohen v Roche [1927]
	Dougan v Ley (1946) 71 CLR 142
	1.3.1. Money
	Beswick v Beswick [1968] AC 58
	Coulls v Bagot’s Executor and Trustee Co Ltd (1967) 119 CLR 460


	1.4. Supervision
	Ryan v Mutual Tontine Westminster Chambers [1893] 1 Ch 116
	Posner v Scott-Lewis [1987] 3 All ER 513
	Co-operative Ins Society Ltd v Argyll Stores (Holdings) Ltd [1998] AC 1

	1.5. Personal Services
	CH Giles & Co Ltd v Morris [1972] 1 All ER 960

	1.6. Mutuality
	Price v Strange 1978

	1.7. Hardship
	Falcke v Gray
	Kurth v McGavin - [2007] 3 NZLR 614
	Wroth v Tyler [1974] Ch 30
	Patel v Ali [1984] Ch 283
	Dowsett v Reid (1912) 15 CLR 695
	Hope v Walter (1900)


	2. Injunctions
	2.1. Injunctions v Other Orders
	Day v. Brownrigg (1878)
	Paton v. British Pregnancy Advisory Service Trustees and Another [1978] QB 276

	2.2. Types of Injunction
	2.2.1. Interim/Interlocutory Injunction
	Films Rover International Ltd v Cannon Film Sales Ltd (1986)
	Beecham Group Ltd v Bristol Laboratories Pty Ltd (1968) 118 CLR 618
	Australian Broadcasting Corp v O’Neill (2006) 227 CLR 57
	Hermescec v Carcagni [2008] NSWSC
	Castlemaine Tooheys Ltd v South Australia (1986) 161 CLR 148

	2.2.2. Final Injunctions and Restraint of Trade Clauses
	Curro v Beyond Productions Pty Ltd (1993) 30 NSWLR 337
	Lumley v Wagner [1852] EWHC (Ch) J96


	2.3. Licences
	Cowell v Rosehill Racecourse Co Ltd (1937) 56 CLR 605

	2.4. Restorative Injunctions
	Redland Bricks Ltd v Morris [1970] AC 652
	Example of discretionary remedy


	2.5. Anton Piller Orders
	Anton Piller KG v Manufacturing Processes Ltd [1976] Ch 55

	2.6. Freezing Orders
	Ninemia Maritime Corp (1984)
	Cardile v LED Builders Pty Ltd (1999)


	3. Damages under Lord Cairns’ Act
	3.1. Introduction
	3.2. The quantum of LCA Damages v Common law Damages
	Wroth v Tyler [1974] Ch 30
	Johnson v Agnew [1980] AC 367
	This case identified the error in Wroth v Tyler

	Grant v Dawkins [1973] 3 All ER 897

	3.3. LCA Damages for Equitable Wrongs
	Giller v Procopets (2008) 24 VR 1


	1. Nature and Classification of Trusts
	1.1. Types of Trusts
	1.2. Distinguishing Trusts

	2. Distinction between Trusts and other Legal Relationships
	Countess of Bective v FCT (1932) 47 CLR 417
	2.1. Fulfilling the Obligations
	Re Gardiner [1971] 2 NSWLR 494
	Gill v Gill (1921) 21 SR (NSW) 400


	3. The Three Certainties
	3.1. Certainty of intention
	Re Adams & Kensington Vestry (1884)
	Lambe v Eames (1871)
	Comiskey v Bowring-Hanbury (1905)
	Commissioner of Stamp Duties v Joliffe (1920) 28 CLR 178.
	Byrnes v Kendle (2011) 243 CLR 253
	Using the word trust.

	Associated Alloys Pty Ltd v ACN 001 452 106 Pty Ltd (2000) 202 CLR 588

	3.2. Certainty of subject-matter
	Re Golay’s Will Trusts [1965] 2 All ER 660
	Example case of use of the word ‘Reasonable’

	3.2.1. Tangible and Intangible
	Re London Wine Co Ltd [1986] PCC 121

	3.2.2. Shares
	Hunter v Moss [1994] 1 WLR 452
	***White v Shortall (2006) 68 NSWLR 650
	Re Goldcorp

	3.2.3. Residue of an Estate
	3.2.4. Life Interest Trusts

	3.3. Certainty of objects/beneficiaries
	IRC v Broadway Cottages Trust
	Re Gestetner’s ST (1953)
	Re Gulbenkian’s Settlement Trusts [1970] AC 508
	3.3.1. Modern Day
	McPhail v Doulton [1971] AC 424
	Re Baden’s Deed Trusts (No 2) [1973] Ch 9


	3.4. Administrative Unworkability
	West Yorkshire Metropolitan County Council (1986)
	3.4.1. Capriciousness


	4. The Beneficiary Principle
	4.1. Cases
	Morice v Bishop of Durham (1805)

	4.2. Exceptions
	4.3. Cases
	Re Astor’s ST (1952)

	4.4. Trusts for unincorporated, non-charitable organisations
	Leahy v Attorney-General of NSW [1959] AC 459
	Bacon v Pianta (1966) 114 CLR 634
	Neville Estates v Madden [1962] Ch 832
	SUCCESSION ACT 2006 - SECT 43

	4.4.1. Trust which state a Motive
	Re Osoba

	4.4.2. Trusts which are for the benefit of identified individuals
	Re Denley’s Trust Deed [1969] 1 Ch 373



	1. Powers and Duties
	Nestle v Natwest Bank
	1.1. Obeying the Trust
	Chapman v Chapman [1954] AC 429
	Perpetual Trustee v Godsall [1979] 2 NSWLR 785

	1.2. A Duty to keep accounts and give information
	Re Londonderry’s Settlement [1965] Ch 918
	Schmidt v Rosewood Trust Ltd [2003] 2 AC 709
	1.2.1. The Position in Australia

	1.3. To exercise due care and skill
	1.4. To exercise power of investment in the best interests of present and future beneficiaries of the trust
	Cowan v Scargill [1985] Ch 270
	Harries v Church Commissioners for England [1992] 1 WLR 1241

	1.5. Duty Not to Delegate:
	Re Speight (1883) 22 Ch D 727
	Pilkington v Inland Revenue Commissioners [1964] AC 612


	2. Rights and Liabilities of Trustees
	Re Raybould [1900] 1 Ch 199
	Gatsios Holdings Pty Ltd v Nick Kritharas Holdings Pty Ltd (in liq) [2002] NSWCA 29
	What is legitimate?

	Hardoon v Belilios [1901] AC 118
	JW Broomhead (Vic) Pty Ltd v JW Broomhead Pty Ltd [1985] VR 891
	2.1. Statute
	Trustee Act 1925 (NSW)

	2.2. What you get if you sue a trustee for damages for breach of contract v account
	Re Dawson (Dec’d) [1966] 2 NSWR 211
	Target Holdings Ltd v Redferns [1996] 1 AC 421
	Property Scam case / Breach but no loss

	Youyang Pty Ltd v Minter Ellison (2003) 212 CLR 484
	AIB Group (UK) v Mark Redler & Co Solicitors [2015] AC 1503
	The English version of Youyang as there was no fix of the mistake



	1. Introduction
	Saunders v Vautier (1841) 4 Beav 115 (49 ER 282)
	Manfred v Maddrell (1950) 51 SR (NSW) 95,
	CPT Custodian Pty Ltd v Commr of State Revenue (2005) 224 CLR 98

	1. Introduction
	1.1. Status Based Relationships
	1.2. Expanded fiduciary relationships
	1.2.1. Civil servant / Crown
	A-G for Hong Kong v Reid (NZ)

	1.2.2.  Doctor / Patient
	Norberg v Wynrib (Can)
	Breen v Williams (Aus)

	1.2.3. Parent / Child
	KM v HM (Can)

	1.2.4. Bailee / bailor
	Re Hallett’s estate (Eng)

	1.2.5. Joint venturers
	United Dominions Corp (Aus)

	1.2.6. Crown / indigenous peoples
	Guerin v R (Can)


	1.3. Fiduciary obligations Duties
	Keech v Sandford (1726)
	Chan v Zacharia (1984) (HCA)
	Boardman v Phipps (1967) (HL) *** Read this Case

	1.4. Why do you want a Fiduciary Relationship
	1.5. The duties of a Fiduciary
	Canson Enterprises v Boughton [1991] 3 SCR 534
	Kelly v Cooper 1993 Privy Council
	Warman International Ltd v Dwyer (1995) 182 CLR 544
	Hospital Products Ltd v United States Surgical Corp (1984) 156 CLR 41;
	United Dominions Corporation v Brian (1985) 157 CLR1
	Breen v Williams (1996)
	1.5.1. Indigenous People
	Guerin v R (1984) (SCC) <CANADA


	1.6. Remedies for a Breach
	Pilmer v Duke Group Ltd (2001) 207 CLR 165
	Harris v Digital Pulse Pty Ltd (2003) 56 NSWLR 298
	1.6.1. Rescission
	Maguire v Makaronis (1997) (HCA)

	1.6.2. Account of Profits
	Murad v Al Sharjah

	1.6.3. Equitable Compensation
	Nocton v Lord Ashburton [1914] AC 932
	CBA v Smith

	1.6.4. Proprietary Remedies
	Tang v Tang (Hong Kong Case) [2017]


	1.7. Defences
	1.7.1. Fully Informed Consent
	Egg v Devey (1847)



	1. Automatic Resulting Trusts
	Re Gillingham Bus Disaster Fund [1958] Ch 300
	Re West Sussex Constabulary's Trust Funds [1971] Ch 1
	Re British Red Cross Balkan Fund [1914] 2 Ch 419
	Vandervell v IRC [1967] 2 AC 291

	2. Presumed Resulting Trusts
	Calverley v Green (1984) 155 CLR 242
	Russell v Scott (1936) 55 CLR 440
	Brown v Brown (1993) 31 NSWLR 582
	Trustees of the Property of Cummins (A Bankrupt) v Cummins (2006) 227 CLR 278

	3. Resulting Trusts and Illegality
	Gascoigne v Gascoigne
	Nelson v Nelson (1995) 184 CLR 538

	4. Quistclose Trusts
	Barclays Bank Ltd v Quistclose Investments [1970] AC 567
	Re Australian Elizabethan Theatre Trust (1991) 102 ALR 681
	Twinsectra Ltd v Yardley [2002] 2 AC 164
	Raulfs v Fishy Bite Pty Ltd [2012] NSWCA 135 at [29]-[52]
	4.1. Notes
	4.1.1. Problem Question

	4.2.

	1. Constructive Trusts and Third Parties
	1.1. Structure
	Barnes v Addy (1874) LR 9 Ch. App. 244
	Quince v Varga & Anor [2008] QSC 61

	1.2. Knowing Receipt
	Re Diplock sub nom Ministry of Health v Simpson [1951] AC 251
	Farah Constructions Pty Ltd v Say-Dee Pty Ltd (2007) 230 CLR 89
	Robb Evans v European Bank (2004) 61 NSWLR 75
	WHEN you receive property

	1.2.1. What is Knowledge

	1.3. Knowing Assistance
	1.3.1. Dishonest and Fraudulent for a Trustee
	Hasler v Singtel Optus Pty Ltd (2014) 311 ALR 494
	Royal Brunei Airlines v Tan (PC)
	Meaning of Dishonesty


	1.3.2. Assistance
	1.3.3. With Knowledge
	Consul Development Pty Ltd v DPC Estates Pty Ltd (1975) 132 CLR 373


	1.4. Remedies for Knowing Receipt or Assistant
	1.4.1. Knowing Receipt
	1.4.2. Knowing Assistance


	2. Constructive Trusts and Unconscionable Conduct
	Muschinski v Dodds (1985) 160 CLR 583
	Baumgartner v Baumgartner (1987) 164 CLR 134
	Green v Green (1989) 17 NSWLR 343
	Black v S Freedman & Co Pty Ltd (1910) 12 CLR 105
	Stolen Property

	Wambo Coal Pty Ltd v Ariff [2007] NSWSC 589; (2007) 63 ACSR 429

	3. Remedial Constructive Trusts
	Giumelli v Giumelli (1999) 196 CLR 101

	1. Introduction
	1.1. Following v Tracing
	1.2. Tracing v Claiming
	1.3. Examples (Trustee v Trust)
	1.3.1. Example 1
	1.3.2. Example 2
	1.3.3. Example 3.1
	1.3.4. Example 3.2

	1.4. Cases
	Re Hallett’s Estate (1880) 13 Ch D 696
	Re French Caledonia Travel (2003) 59 NSWLR 361
	Scott v Scott (1962) 109 CLR 649
	Re Oatway [1903] 2 Ch 356

	1.5. Example (Equally Ranked Interests)
	1.5.1. Example 4(i):
	1.5.2. Example 4(ii):
	1.5.3. Example 4(iii) Equal Ranking
	1.5.4. Example 5

	1.6. Cases
	Keefe v Law Society of NSW (1999) 44 NSWLR 451
	Re French Caledonia Travel (2003) 59 NSWLR 361
	Re Diplock [1948] 1 Ch 465

	1.7. Other
	1.7.1. Lowest Intermediate Balance Rule
	James Roscoe (Bolton) Ltd v Winder [1915] 1 Ch 62

	1.7.2. Backwards Tracing
	Republic of Brazil v Durant International Corp [2016] AC 297
	Foskett v McKeown [2001] 1 AC 102



	1. Legal Concept of Charity
	1.1. What does Charity mean?
	Tax Commrs v Pemsel (1891)

	1.2. Process
	Royal National Agricultural Society v Chester (1974) 48 ALJR 304


	2. Charitable Purposes
	2.1. Poverty
	2.1.1. Inferring Poverty

	2.2. Education
	Re Shaw (Dec’d) [1957] 1 All ER 745

	2.3. Religion
	Church of the New Faith v Commr of Payroll Tax (1983) 154 CLR 120
	Roman Catholic Archbishop of Melbourne v Lawlor (1934) 51 CLR 1
	Thornton v Howe (1862) 31 Beav 14

	2.4. Other beneficial purposes
	2.4.1. Sport
	William’s Trustees v IRC [1947] AC 447
	IRC v Baddeley [1955] AC 572


	2.5. Mixed Purposes
	Leahy v AG for NSW (1959) 101 CLR 611


	3. Public Benefit
	3.1. Poverty Trusts
	Dingle v Turner [1972] AC 601

	3.2. Education Trusts
	Oppenheim v Tobacco Securities (1951)
	Thompson v FCT (1959) 102 CLR 315
	Re Income Tax Acts No 1 [1930] VLR 211

	3.3. Religious Trusts
	3.4. Other Purpose Trusts
	IRC v Baddeley [1955] AC 572
	National Anti-Vivisection v IRC [1948] AC 31
	Re Koettgen’s Will Trusts [1954] Ch 252


	4. Political Purposes
	Aid/Watch v Commissioner of Taxation (2010) 241 CLR 539

	5. Schemes
	5.1. Common Law Provision
	Re Lysaght Dec’d [1966] Ch 191

	5.2. Statute

	6. Structure

