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JUDGMENT OF THE COURT

The application to recall the judgment [2012] NZSC 92 is dismissed.

REASONS

[1] The applicant seeks recall on eight grounds. None is made out. The principal

ground is that the leave judgment failed to address the grounds for leave. All were

considered, even though not all of them were referred to in the reasons.

SIEMER v JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSIONER SC 60/2012 [9 November 2012]



Section 16(2) of the Supreme Court Act 2003 permits the Court, when refusing
leave, to state its reasons “briefly and ... in general terms only”. The applicant’s
proposed appeal, like his other applications for leave to appeal against Court of
Appeal decisions concerning security for costs, does not meet the statutory criteria in
s 13 and, despite the further information now provided, we remain unsatisfied “that it
is necessary in the interests of justice for the Court to hear and determine the

proposed appeal”.

[2]  Accordingly, we dismiss the application to recall the judgment.
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